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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this quantitative descriptive research study was to discover the most
predominant leadership style, of the five styles being measured (Autocratic/Authoritarian,
Bureaucratic, Democratic, Laissez-faire, or Servant-Leader), that was found within the ministry
leadership of the Southern Baptist Convention, and to discover which servant-leadership model
(social-science or biblical) was more predominantly followed by those using a servantleadership style. Furthermore, the correlation of their leadership position and educational level
were analyzed for those ministry leaders predominantly following the social-science model of
servant-leadership. The social-science model was identified and defined through a literature
review. Whereas, the biblical model was defined and identified through Scripture. Based on an
extensive literature review it was discovered that much of what is termed servant-leadership
being used in Christ’ Church, is more social-science than biblical. With that discovery four
research questions and four hypotheses were developed to determine the style and model for
the ministry leadership within the Southern Baptist Convention. The study used a hybrid survey
instrument consisting of 5 demographic questions, 25 five-point Likert Scale statements to
ascertain the predominant leadership style, and an additional 83 five-point Likert Scale
statements to identify the predominant servant-leader model. Email invitations were sent to
10,000 prospective participants which resulted in a 6% return rate. Of those respondents, 502
valid surveys were used to determine that servant-leadership was the predominant style of
leadership, and that the biblical model was the predominant model. However, through
numerical and statistical analysis it was discovered that all was not as first appeared for the
ministry leaders of the Southern Baptist Convention.
Keywords: Servant, leader, servant-leader, shepherd, social-science
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CHAPTER ONE: RESEARCH CONCERN
Introduction
Since the first-century anno domini, the Church as a whole has slowly yet persistently
departed from the biblical example of ministry leadership that Christ and the early Church
leaders such as Peter, Paul, John, and Timothy reveal throughout the New Testament (Ehrman,
1996; Heideman, 1997; Strauch, 1995; Barnes, 2011; Shelley, 2013; et al.). The ministry
leadership, which is displayed and emulated by Christ and the Apostles, is a servant/shepherd
leadership model (Matthew 20:26, 28, 23:11; Mark 9:35, 10:43; Luke 22:26; Romans 12:7; et
al.).
Accompanying the departure of the Church from the New Testament example of
leadership, is the ever-increasing departure of the leadership role/style of church leaders (elder
and/or bishop versus the plethora of pastoral positions found presently—missions, education,
discipleship, music, outreach, etcetera) from that example. These roles should not be confused
with gifts of the Spirit listed in such Books of the Bible as 1 Corinthians 12, Romans 12,
Ephesians 4, and 1 Peter 4. Based on the gap found in the literature, it would seem that no one is
the least bit concerned about the divergence from Scriptural examples. The research that does
exist on any type of related subject matter seems to be missing any attempt to determine why this
is happening—most especially as it concerns ministry leadership.
While a plethora of research studies have been conducted since the 1960s concerning
servant-leadership, when Robert Greenleaf first coined the term servant-leader helping to define
and codify the social-science model (Coggins, & Bocarnea, 2015), there is a distinct lack of that
same level of study to define and codify the biblical model. Over the past 50 years (i.e., since
Greenleaf published his first text on the subject in 1970) there have been studies conducted on
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the subject of servant-leadership, both within and without the body of Christ, but not one study
was discovered which focused on the source (social-science or biblical model) of the Church’s
servant-leadership style.
The studies which have been conducted, specifically within the Southern Baptist
Convention (SBC), contained small sample sizes (e.g., Thomin-2001, Rowland-2015, Danielson2017), and were focused on somewhat isolated criteria (e.g., Trascritti-2009, Danielson-2017).
This had the tendency to produce results that lead the reader to hypothesize much more of the
leadership style of church leaders are based on the social-science model of leadership than
biblical teachings and the biblical model (Crowther, 2011; Shirin, 2014). It is that hypothetical
premise which helped to narrow the focus of this research on what the predominant leadership
style of SBC ministry leaders is currently, and of those ministry leaders who are predominantly
using servant-leadership as their leadership style, which model of servant-leadership are they
predominantly following.
While the coined term (servant-leadership) is not found or used in Scripture, Christ spoke
of being a servant while also being a leader during His ministry. These are contained in the
Gospels of the New Testament, along with books written by the Apostles (e.g., Matthew 20:26,
Mark 10:42-45, Hebrews 13:7, Philippians 2:3, 1 Timothy 4:12; and 1 Peter 5:1-4). A second
term, which is not spoken of or written about as frequently, and is synonymous with servantleader, is the term shepherd. Uncannily, shepherd is used more frequently throughout Scripture
than servant, as it concerns biblical leadership (Gunter, 2018; MacArthur, 2017).
The word shepherd, as it relates to leadership, appears over 200 times in the Bible, and in
43 of those occurrences it refers to God as a shepherd leading His flock. While there are
occurrences in Scripture which shepherd refers to a person, it is more often referring to a leader.
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This is most especially true when found in the New Testament (McCormick, & Davenport. 2004;
Carnes, 2007; Laniak, 2015). The fact that these terms are frequently found in Scripture creates
questions for studying and researching biblical leadership. The first question to be answered is if
being a servant while being a leader are important, and of all the leadership styles, should it have
importance to ministry leaders? Several other related questions also begin to impose themselves
on this issue.
For instance: What is a servant-leader within Christ’s Church and what are the
motivations for becoming one? Do the current teachings found within social-science have it
correct, and should the leadership of the Church emulate that teaching, or is it something else
that can be found, defined, and portrayed within Scripture? Is it not simply having the heart to
serve others, while leading them, the correct path? It is really that simple? The paragraphs that
follow will answer these questions by describing the problem with the social-science model of
servant-leadership, and why it is imperative that ministry leadership explicitly follow the
biblical-model.
Background to the Problem
As discussed, servant-leader and servant-leadership are terms not explicitly found in
Scripture, but the concept of being a servant and a leader are found throughout. The terms
servant-leader and servant-leadership were not used by anyone on record until the 1960s into the
1970s, when Robert Greenleaf coined them in a book he published titled, Servant Leadership: A
Journey into the Nature of Legitimate Power and Greatness (1977). In doing so, he became who
most of the world considers, according to various other leadership writers (e.g., Spears, Covey, et
al.), the de facto father of the servant-leadership movement. This is true not only in the United
States, but also in many institutions, businesses, and corporations worldwide, both profit and
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non-profit, and unfortunately, the list seems to include the leadership of many churches of all
Christian faiths and denominations (Shirin, 2014).
Greenleaf (1977) states in his book that this concept of servant-leader and servantleadership can be somewhat attributed to his Judeo-Christian upbringing and later Quaker
conversion. However, he gives much credit to one of his college professors during his senior
year. His professor planted a seed of thought when he said that leadership of the industrial world,
to include: “. . . large institutions—churches, businesses, governments, labor unions, universities.
. .” were not serving the nation very well (Greenleaf, 1977, p. 1). This seed germinated later in
Greenleaf’s life-journey and created a concept which sprouted into a fully-grown ideology after
reading Hermann Hesse’s book titled, Journey to the East (Greenleaf, 1977).
The story was a fictional tale about a group of adventurers that were sponsored by an
Order to undertake a jungle safari. The group was aided by a local man named Leo. Leo served
them extremely well and met all their needs. At one point in their journey, however, Leo
disappeared and was not found until years later by one of the group members. It was then
discovered that he was the leader of the Order which had sponsored the adventure (Greenleaf,
1977). Somehow for Greenleaf this solidified the concept of a leader being a servant of others
and provided the impetus for his seminal writing on the subject for which so many have been
drawn to for their example.
A synopsis of Greenleaf’s definition is that a servant-leader is one who has the initial
desire to serve others, and then makes a conscious choice to lead (Spears, 1995). Greenleaf lays
out a four-part philosophy about being a servant leader which contains:
(1) the moral component, not only in terms of the personal morality and integrity of the
servant-leader, but also in terms of the way a servant-leader encourages enhanced
moral reasoning among his or her followers, who can, therefore, test the moral basis
of the servant-leader's visions and organizational goals;
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(2) the focus on serving followers for their good, not just the good of the organization,
and forming long-term relationships with followers, encouraging their growth and
development so that over time they may reach their fullest potential;
(3) concern with the success of all stakeholders, broadly defined—employees, customers,
business partners, communities, and society as a whole—including those who are the
least privileged; and
(4) self-reflection, as a counter to the leader's hubris (Greenleaf, 1977).
What is important to remember at this point is that Greenleaf confesses, within the first several
pages of his book, that his concepts and ideas are not based on any empirical studies or evidence.
He also confesses in those pages that his thoughts and ideas, and their application to
religious institutions, are not based on any theological precepts. His primary audience is
corporate/ business leadership, but is meant to be inclusive in its outreach. This is borne out by
Greenleaf himself when he states,
My view of religion is non-theological. I am content to stand in awe and wonder before
the ineffable mystery. I do not feel called upon to invent explanations of the mystery. . . I
view the churches, as I have said, as the institutionalization of humankind’s religious
concern. As an institution, it seems not unlike other institutions with other missions. The
churches, too, seem troubled to find how best to do what they have set out to do (p. 218).
Even the chapter titles in his 1977 book, which include: “The Servant as Leader; The
Institution as Servant; Trustees as Servants; Servant Leadership in Business; Servant Leadership
in Education; Servant Leadership in Foundations; Servant Leadership in Churches; Servant
Leaders; Servant Responsibility in a Bureaucratic Society; America and World Leadership; and
an Inward Journey” (Greenleaf, 1977, pp. vii-x), give clear evidence that he was attempting to
cover all the venues of leadership with his concept of servanthood.
What Greenleaf has written as his philosophy sounds remarkably close to what most
Christian writers would include if they were to expound a philosophy of Christian servantleadership today. Therein lies one of the major issues for the Church and its leadership teachings.

21
Even if Greenleaf’s concepts are close to biblical servant leader teachings, should Christians
follow Greenleaf and his teachings, or follow God and His teachings? Acts 4:19 and 5:29 give an
answer to that question concerning the issue of obeying God or following the instructions of
men. In both circumstances given in those passages, Peter, John, and other Apostles were
speaking to the religious leaders of the day when they told them they must obey God and not the
instructions of men. Paul wrote concerning the difference between following man or Christ to the
Church at Galatia (Galatians Chapter One—specifically verses 8 through 10).
Another example is found in Matthew where two of the disciples wanted to sit on
Christ’s right and left, which led Jesus to also deal with an issue concerning the wisdom of the
day. Christ was quick to point out that His wisdom and methods of leadership were unlike the
world’s and even the religious leadership’s wisdom of the current time. He stated that the
disciples had heard that the Gentile rulers lorded over their people, but He made it clear that it
would be distinctly different with them (Matthew Chapter 20). He taught them that to lead they
first had to serve others just as He was serving them. This was the example they were to
follow—not man’s teachings.
While not defending Christian leadership’s adoption of Greenleaf’s ideology, it is
understandable how Christians and Christian leadership could be swayed to believe that the
concepts espoused by the social-science model line up with Scriptural teachings. Spears (1995)
edited an anthology of essays by various writers who reflected on Greenleaf’s theory of servantleadership. In that book titled, Reflections on Leadership: How Robert K. Greenleaf’s Theory of
Servant-Leadership Influenced Today’s Top Management Thinkers, Spears, in the introduction to
the book reveals ten critical characteristics he has envisioned from Greenleaf’s writings.
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Those ten characteristics are: “Listening; Empathy; Healing; Awareness; Persuasion;
Conceptualization; Foresight; Stewardship; Commitment to the growth of people; and Building
Community,” (Spears, 1995, pp. 4-7). It should be readily apparent that many of those
characteristics seem very biblical at face value. Taking into consideration the terms servantleader and servant-leadership being used ad nauseam within Greenleaf’s now prolific writings on
the subject, it is highly conceivable that a Christian leader or future Christian leader would see
nothing in error in adopting Greenleaf’s theories and concepts.
Not only is it conceivable, but according to research as are discussed in Chapter Two, it
has occurred and is occurring at an ever-increasing rate. The following studies serve as examples
of the last statement. In a study conducted by Thoman (2001) which was a profile analysis of
perceived situational leadership and servant leadership styles of senior pastors, he references
servant-leadership 113 times. Many of those references depicted the social-science model as a
positive model.
A study conducted by Trascritti (2009) on the relationship between servant leadership
and team effectiveness of deacon ministries in Southern Baptist churches, he mentions Greenleaf
30 times, Spears 39 times, and servant-leadership 364 times. Once again depicting the socialscience model (Greenleaf) in a positive light. Moore (2012) conducted a study that desired to
gain a biblical understanding of servant leadership, and in the study mentions Greenleaf 198
times, Spears 57 times, and servant-leadership 771 times with approximately one half of those
referring to the social-science model in a neutral or positive sense.
Rowland’s (2015) research involved forming a leadership development strategy and
mentions Greenleaf 7 times. While not significant in number, it is accompanied by the mention
of servant-leadership 105 times for which the vast majority depicts the social-science model of
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servant leadership as the model to emulate. Cochrell (2015) conducted his study on the
foundations for a biblical model of servant leadership in the slave imagery of Luke-Acts. He
mentions Greenleaf 8 times and servant-leadership 12 times. The servant-leadership model he
references is always the social-science model and always in a positive light.
Danielson (2017) in his study on servant leadership practices and pastoral engagement in
Evangelical Churches in Montana mentions Greenleaf 44 times, Spears 13 times, and servantleadership 572 times. Most of those references give credence to the social-science model of
servant-leadership. These studies had as their purpose the measurement of servant-leadership
among ministry leaders within the body of Christ. It is not of great concern that Greenleaf,
Spears, or the social-science model of servant-leadership are mentioned so frequently within
these studies, it is the neutrality or positivity of the reference that is of great concern.
The reader needs to consider the period of history (i.e. the 1960s and 1970s) that
Greenleaf’s materials on servant-leadership were being published and who many people
considered to be the great leaders of those decades. For example: John F. Kennedy, Martin
Luther King Jr., and Mahatma Gandhi, to name a few of the more prominent, (Northouse, 2019;
Grint, 2011; De Leon, 1994; & Burns, 1978). However, others seemed to believe that the world
was devoid of great leadership.
Greenleaf and his college professor are just two examples of those learning about and
speaking out about the lack of leadership that existed in both the corporate world and religious
institutions during this same time of history (Greenleaf, 1970). What Greenleaf was espousing
sounded good, it sounded right, it sounded biblical. Even so, Christians are taught in Scripture to
test the spirits and to be wary of wolves in sheep’s clothing (1 John 4:1 and Matthew 7:15).
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History within the body of Christ over the last 50 years bears witness that the inclusion of
worldly teachings has had its negative results within the Christian leadership realm. There are
examples of various televangelists who were exposed for adultery, embezzlement, and other
grievous sinful acts. Many Southern Baptist seminaries during the 1970s through the early 1990s
had become extremely liberal in their teachings and their faculty hiring practices which were
“reclaimed” to a more conservative biblical model in the 1990s (Merrill, 1999; & Wills, 2010).
This researcher was witness to one of these seminaries during the turnaround, and the exodus of
liberal professors was significant, and so was the influx of conservative seminary students and
faculty.
Other examples are the increase in women and gay pastors in several, if not most,
protestant denominations, and the increase in the prosperity teaching movement (also
pejoratively known as the name it and claim it group) of several megachurches. It does not take a
research study or a textbook to verify these events for they are common knowledge. In fact, some
are so proud of their actions they announce them on social media. On May 6, 2021, Rick Warren
(founder of Saddleback Church [SBC] and a prolific writer) announced on Facebook that he had
just ordained three women into the pastorate and that they were a part of his staff. Then there is
the inclusiveness of all believers, no matter their theology or liturgy, which has been espoused
and called the renewal of evangelical Christianity (Shelley, 2013).
There is also the ecumenical movement engendering the inclusivity of all denominations.
While some of the language may seem very Christ-like, the basic understanding is that of
compromise to get along with one another (Shelley, 2013). The last example is the church
growth movement. Stetzer (2006) speaks to the issues that arose in using the various methods
that were reported to be tried and true in growing churches and meeting the needs of the
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“unchurched” to reach communities ending up not being so tried and true. At least as it
concerned the context of various communities. In many cases, those methods did not work
(Stetzer, 2006). One of the reasons for those failures was that the primary source for the methods
came from the unchurched people who the Christians were trying to reach (Sanou, 2016).
This information was typically gathered through conducting surveys in the community
asking people questions about what it would take to get them to attend a church service. Then the
leadership of a church or church plant would put those insights into action so that unsaved and
unchurched people in the community would attend and feel welcome (Sanou, 2016). According
to a survey completed during a study by Sanou, the seeker movement has failed in almost every
aspect of what the seeker movement stated as its purpose, and that was to bring the
unchurched/seekers to a relationship with Christ and grow them spiritually (Sanou, 2016).
Greenleaf wrote a position paper in 1982 that partly concerned the seeker movement for a
commission on church leadership for the United Methodist Church. The paper was later
published in 1996 as the Seeker and Servant: Reflections on Religious Leadership, which was
edited by Anne Fraker and Larry Spears. Its contents are a serious diatribe on religious
leadership. He does not waste too much time before, on page 30 and following, he makes
scathing remarks about how the leadership of the church is guilty of hiring commercial
consultants who advise them of how to use the latest gimmicks to attract, “seekers,” and the use
of, “diversionary tactics,” (pp. 33-34).
Greenleaf states that these tactics are diversionary, “because they divert churches from
what I believe should be their central concern, inspiration,” (p. 34). This is what Greenleaf
believed was the churches central concern—not salvation, but inspiration. In speaking of the
leadership model, Greenleaf posited that there must begin a, “move away from the ‘control’
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model,” handed down from Moses and the hierarchic principle toward the “servant model about
which much remains to be learned,” (p. 36). Mentioned in a note at the end of the introduction is
that the leaders of the Methodist Church did not respond well to its contents.
In 1998 Greenleaf published The Power of Servant Leadership. In this text, he expounds
on new materials and new avenues of expressing servant-leadership, but in one chapter in
particular he speaks to the crisis of leadership that appears to exist in all areas. This dirge of
leadership is also pronounced in Warren Bennis’s book titled, On Becoming a Leader: The
Leadership Classic, that was first published in 1989 and reprinted in 2009. Within the 1998 text
by Greenleaf, he has two chapters that have helped to steadily influence the religious leaders of
the 20th and 21st Centuries. These chapters are directly written concerning the religious leader
and the seminary as the servant. They are Chapter Five – The Servant as Religious Leader, and
Chapter Six – Seminary as Servant, respectively.
Greenleaf (1998) states in chapter five that,
It is further premised that what distinguishes a leader as religious (in its root meaning of
religio—to bind or rebind) is the quality of the consequences of her or his leadership.
Does it have a healing or civilizing influence? Does it nurture the servant motive in
people, favor their growth as persons, and help them distinguish those who serve from
those who destroy?, (p. 113).
The reader needs to remember that Greenleaf is not writing from a religious or theological
perspective. This is borne out by his statement,
My perspective is that of a student of organization, not of a scholar or theologian. What I
have to share about religious leading is largely what I have gleaned from experience, both
my own and others’, from reading literature and history, and from thinking. Not much of
it has come from formal study of either leadership or religion, (p. 111).
In chapter six Greenleaf (1998) speaks to seminaries as organizations among many other
organizations in their role within society and their responsibilities to that society. He states,
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Out of my probings [sic], the idea of a hierarchy of institutions evolved. In this hierarchy
I see, at the top, seminaries and foundations. Foundations are in that oversight position
because they have the resources and the opportunity to gain perspective that enables them
to provide conceptual leadership to colleges and universities, some of which seem in
want of new directions which they are unable to find for themselves.
Seminaries are in a strategic position to give similar support to churches, whose needs are
also urgent. In turn, both churches and universities are well placed to give nurture and
guidance to individuals and to the whole range of “operating” institutions: governments,
businesses, schools, hospitals, communities, families. Any effort to aid our ailing society
might well start with a consideration of how the leadership of foundations and
seminaries, each from its respective strategic position, might be made more effective, (p.
169).
Within the confines of this research, it is not possible to fully expound on his writings on
the subject of religion, church leadership, or even on being a servant-leader. However, it is clear
from reading Greenleaf that he did not possess a high regard for the current leadership in what he
called the institution of the church. The common theme for anyone who does take the time to
read the large amount of writing he has produced, would agree that Greenleaf did not rate
religious institutions any higher or lower than any other institution.
Greenleaf’s Impact on the Teachings of Leadership
Even though it would be virtually impossible to include the vast amount of material on
servant-leadership, from both social-science and biblical sources, it is important to note and
include some information concerning the ongoing impact that Greenleaf’s theories and concepts
are having on the teachings and understandings of Christian leadership. Of importance, are that
empirical studies are still being conducted, and have been conducted within the last 50 years on
the effectiveness of servant-leadership in particular, and Greenleaf’s concepts (social-science
model) as a whole.
In a study conducted by Coggins and Bocarnea (2015) where empirical data is sought and
gathered, the researchers included a model used in an earlier study in 2006 by Barbuto and
Wheeler which included Greenleaf’s ten characteristics of a servant-leader along with his four-
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part philosophy. A similar study was conducted in 2002 by Russell and Stone using Greenleaf’s
ten characteristics as a model to identify and isolate servant-leadership from any other style of
leadership (Russell, & Stone, 2002). It would now seem that much like the theory of evolution,
Greenleaf’s theories and concepts are now being used as the litmus test for empirical studies
while the theories and concepts themselves are not based on any empirical or other research
evidence. Earlier, it was mentioned that Greenleaf felt that people desired to serve and then made
a conscious choice to lead.
However, there is one term never mentioned by Greenleaf in any of his writings which
should be familiar to Christians and especially to Christian leaders. That term is “calling”. In a
study conducted by Irving (2011), as part of the introductory portion of the report, Irving quotes
Fry in defining the term “calling” when Fry states, “. . . that he sees purpose as closely tied to
calling. . . . Calling refers to the experience of transcendence or how one makes a difference
through service to others and, in doing so, derives meaning and purpose in life,” (p. 4). When
reading a large number of writers on the subject of servant-leadership, one can begin to
recognize that those not inclined to further the Gospel of Christ, but are rather primarily
interested in leadership studies for the corporate world, have adopted and are using language that
is typically found in religious circles.
To give the reader exposure to the mind of Greenleaf, who by no means is unaware or
unintelligent in how he expresses his concepts on being a servant-leader, is keen to help anyone
willing to listen, to slowly and methodically be persuaded by how he expresses the concepts he
has come to espouse. In an essay Greenleaf wrote in 1970 and republished in 1991 and 2008, for
which he is reflecting 15 years after first reading Hesse’s book and of his learning about Leo the
servant leader. He states that,
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I now embrace the theory of prophecy which holds that prophetic voices of great clarity,
and with a quality of insight equal to that of any age, are speaking cogently all of the
time. Men and women of a stature equal to the greatest of the past are with us now
addressing the problems of the day and pointing to a better way and to a personeity [sic]
better able to live fully and serenely in these times,” (Greenleaf, 2008, p. 10).
He continues with this line of thinking by stating that it is seekers who make the new prophets
and that anyone who takes the initiative to search for and respond to the voices of these
contemporary prophets makes a, “turning point in his growth and service,” (p. 10).
Greenleaf continues to state that we choose who we listen to as our prophets, “both old
and new, and meld their advice with our own leadings,” (p. 10). To use the analogy of fishing, he
then tosses the proverbial bait into the water waiting for the fish to bite when he adds,
Some who have difficulty with this theory assert that their faith rests on one or more of
the prophets of old having given the ‘word’ for all time and that the contemporary ones
do not speak to their condition as the older ones do. But if one really believes that the
‘word’ has been given for all time, how can one be a seeker? How can one hear the
contemporary voice when one has decided not to live in the present and has turned him
off?, (p. 11).
Just as he uses this argument to hook the listener (fish) and begin to reel them in, he lets out a
little line, like any experienced angler would in letting the fish catch themselves. He does this
when he adds that,
One does not, of course, ignore the great voices of the past. One does not awake each
morning with the compulsion to reinvent the wheel. But if one is servant, either leader or
follower, one is always searching, listening, expecting that a better wheel for these times
is in the making. It may emerge any day. Any one of us may find it out of his own
experience. I am hopeful, (p. 11).
In tying this together for the reader, Greenleaf states that he is hopeful that those who are
seeking to be servants and leaders are seeing and listening clearly to the prophets of now and are
challenging the, “pervasive injustice with greater force and they are taking sharper issue with the
wide disparity between the quality of society they know is reasonable and possible with available
resources,” (p. 11). However, he concludes that statement and thought by asking those who are
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challenging that injustice and disparity to know that the source of those issues is the current
performance of the whole of institutions that currently exist to serve society. The reader should
remember whom Greenleaf includes in his list of institutions, and that one of them is the Church
(Greenleaf, 2008).
Greenleaf has been very successful in spreading his version of servant-leadership. Its
success can be seen in the corporate world most especially. In a study conducted in 2014 by
Mahembe and Engelbrecht, with a very similar study conducted in 2016 by Flynn, Smither, and
Walker, it was concluded that organizations seeking to improve and increase customer service
found that the servant-leadership style was the absolute best way to proceed in teaching/training
their leadership (Mahembe, & Engelbrecht, 2014; Flynn, Smither, & Walker, 2016). While it is
wonderful that the corporate world desires to adopt biblical teachings and finds that they work
best, it is not so wonderful when Christian’s go in the opposite direction of Scripture for their
ideas, concepts, and teachings.
Biblical Foundation for Servant-Leadership
For the Christian and the Christian leader, having a servant’s heart, conducting oneself
with the attitude of a servant, or being a servant to others to emulate Christ is contained in the
New Testament. One important example is found in Mark, chapter 10, verses 42 through 45,
where it states,
Calling them to Himself, Jesus said to them, “You know that those who are recognized as
rulers of the Gentiles lord it over them; and their great men exercise authority over
them. But it is not this way among you, but whoever wishes to become great among you
shall be your servant; and whoever wishes to be first among you shall be slave of all. For
even the Son of Man did not come to be served, but to serve, and to give His life a
ransom for many” (NASB).
According to Stein (2008) there are two examples brought out by Jesus in this seemingly harsh
rebuke. The first is that leadership in the Kingdom of God is radically different than earthly
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leadership, and that, “Greatness in the kingdom of God does not involve public honor and the
authority to command others but ‘humble, unrewarded service’” (p. 487).
Jesus also gave an example of servant-leadership during the Lord’s Supper when He
washed the disciple's feet. We see in John 13:1-17 and also Matthew 26:14-39, Jesus telling the
disciples that if He being Lord of all can be a servant to all, then they should follow His example.
While Jesus would most likely not be so unkind as to boldly state it, it seems to be implied that if
He being God in human form can wash the feet of unworthy sinners, then they should be more
than willing to do the same for each other. Also implied is the expression of love Jesus is
showing, and wanting the disciples to emulate His example toward each other.
That is the foundational premise for biblical teachings on servant-leadership. In 1 Peter
5:1-4 servant-leadership is being taught using the example of shepherding the flock. In Acts
chapter 20:17-26 and chapter 26:12-22, Paul uses himself as an example of how servantleadership is to be duplicated. Paul uses Christ as the example in Philippians 2:5-11, when he
reminds the Church at Philippi of how Jesus, being God, did not take on that role, but chose
rather to be the servant of all. Jesus and Paul are teaching all those who follow Jesus on how to
show love and service to one another (Silva, 2005).
It is imperative at this point that a distinction is brought to light as to a major difference
between being a leader in a corporate/business position and being a Christian leader. Much of the
material covered earlier in this chapter was rife with comments about choosing to be a leader,
and even Greenleaf stated in his definition that while desiring to serve came first, the decision to
lead came all the same. A Christian is either called into leadership or is not. This can be seen in
Scripture using Moses as an example who argued with God as to why he was not the man for the
job, but God proved to him otherwise (Exodus Chapter Four). Another example is Jonah who ran
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from the mission that God wanted him to fulfill and no amount of running/hiding kept Jonah
from performing the task (Jonah Chapter One).
The rich young ruler came to Jesus and ask what he could do to inherit the Kingdom of
God, and after Jesus told him, he left knowing that he would never fulfill what was needed (Luke
18:18-34). Jesus knew the man’s heart, and that he would never truly surrender everything to
serve God. In this way, he was not called to serve. From the examples, it is clear that there is no
appeal process, and there should never be a forcing into the ranks of leadership out of aspirations
on the part of the believer, as expressed by Greenleaf earlier. As a Christian, the choice is not the
believers, but is God’s. The Christian is to serve the wishes of their Lord and Master according
to the gift(s) and calling given to them.
This is also emphasized concerning Christian leaders by Estep, Anthony, and Allison
(2008) when they state, “Leaders are neither made nor born; they are summoned, called by God,”
(p. 258). Oswald Sanders would disagree, as he believes that leaders are both born and made,
mentioning nothing of being called by God. In his text, he states that leadership qualities can be
gained through proper instruction (Sanders, 2017).
As part of a study conducted in 2011 by Crowther, he speaks to calling, and in doing so
he quotes Os Guinness, from his 1998 book titled, The Call: Finding and Fulfilling the Central
Purpose of Your Life, when Guinness states,
Calling is not exclusive, in that everyone has calling; it is not whether one is called to do
something, it is about discovering and fulfilling that call and this is particularly important
in leadership. Calling includes everyone and everything. There is not a place or a person
that calling does not affect, however, it is to be discovered not created. The discovery of
this calling or divine destiny is the beginning for a leader in an integral theory of Biblical
leadership (p. 70).
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There are several other verses in Scripture that speak to the qualifications, cautions,
responsibilities, and roles leaders within Christ’s Church are to be aware of in serving the body
of Christ.
Already mentioned is 1 Peter 5:1-4 speaking to elders being the shepherds of the flock; 1
Timothy 3:1-7 gives the qualifications for being called as a bishop of the Church; Titus 1:5-9
gives the qualifications of overseers; while Ephesians 4:11-13 and 1 Corinthians 12:28-31 speak
to the various roles and gifts given to various believers; and Acts 20:28-32 speaks to overseers
and shepherds, and specifically states, “. . . among which the Holy Spirit has made you
overseers, to shepherd the Church of God,” (NASB).
Statement of the Problem
Based on previous research (Newman, 2007; Thoman, 2001; Trascritti, 2009; and
Danielson, 2009), there is evidence which suggests that due to the lack of the specific use of the
term servant-leader throughout the New Testament, church leadership and those aspiring to
become church leaders, seem to find the supposed silence of Scripture as a green-light to seek
wisdom on being a servant-leader within non-biblical sources. In the studies cited, Greenleaf
would seem to be the most used source for those seeking knowledge outside of Scripture. This
imagined silence on servant-leadership seems to also exist in many, if not most, Bible Colleges,
Seminaries, and other religious/Christian institutions of higher education where most
potential/current church leaders seek knowledge and instruction on how to lead in ministry.
That statement is based on an extensive search by this researcher of the courses, course
catalogs, and search results for the 52 bible colleges and universities, and the 6 seminaries that
are affiliated with the Southern Baptist Conference listed on their website (www.sbc.net). That
does not generalize to other faith-based institutions of learning, but perhaps it can be safely
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assumed that if the SBC institutions are not including these courses in their programs, then other
denominations may not as well. There is one other limitation to the search. The search did not
dig so deep as to analyze learning outcomes or program-level outcomes. Of the 52 Bible colleges
and universities, and that includes those associated with SBC seminaries, slightly less than 50%
offered any type of leadership course that was affiliated with servant leadership.
Even then, many were business-related and not biblically related, and several only
offered one 3-hour course within a larger program. Two universities were exceptional in this
regard and have an extensive course designed for teaching servant leadership. Perhaps a caveat is
prudent at this point. All 52 bible colleges and the 6 seminaries have leadership courses within
their curriculum. However, when looking through the course descriptions, the words servant and
leader or servant-leadership/servant leadership were not mentioned together to produce a search
result.
These institutions do a great job of teaching students to preach the Word, learn to read,
write, and speak biblical languages, educate the masses, study Scripture, start and build church
bodies, become missionaries, and other related topics. However, after a fairly thorough search of
seminary, bible college, and other primary religious institution's curricula within the SBC, it can
be determined that there is a dearth of teaching on how a church leader should be first and
foremost a servant. While Christian leadership is on the list of many of those institution’s
curricula, a review of the content of those courses reveals little about being a servant first before
considering what it means to be a leader within the Church. Scripture is replete with the opposite
teaching as can be seen for example in two chapters of Ezekiel. Namely chapters 34 and 36.
Also, as will be noted again in Chapter Two, within the canon of Scripture, being God’s
shepherd and being a servant and a leader are synonymous.
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In addition, these institutions also allow registrants to study and graduate as ministry
leaders with no mention of calling as a qualifier for entering these institutions. One only has to
provide a letter or letters of recommendation from an ordained pastor in many cases, and a
written personal testimony. Being called by God to be an elder, bishop, pastor, which are
synonymous terms, are described in detail in Acts 20: 17, 28-30, and following. Titus chapter
one lays out the qualifications, and in 1 Peter chapter five, Peter emphasizes that they are being
called by God and that the terms elder, bishop, and pastor are synonymous.
The questions posed earlier at the end of the introduction section of this chapter, and
restated below, can be answered in the two chapters of Ezekiel (34 and 36) previously
mentioned, and the upcoming theological section of Chapter Two. What does it mean to be a
servant and a leader? How does it happen to a believer and how is it described and laid out
within Scripture? What are the differences between being a servant-leader within Christ’s
Church and what social-science describes as a servant-leader? The social-science model of
servant-leadership has been brought to light in previous paragraphs as described by Greenleaf,
but where can the biblical model be found, and who speaks to Scripture?
With the lack of courses on biblically-based servant-leadership taught by the majority of
institutions mentioned, these questions are not being answered through instruction. According to
the research outlined earlier, it would also seem that most Church leaders are not finding the
answers, nor are they able to teach the correct answers (Crowther, 2011; Shirin, 2014). It would
seem that perhaps more of the world’s knowledge exists within the Church’s leadership than
biblical wisdom. As an additional note, just because Christian institutions use the term servantleader or servant-leadership in their programs of instruction does not mean it is Scripturally
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based, and a lack of referencing Greenleaf specifically does not mean that his teachings and
tenets have not been incorporated into those courses.
There are a myriad of factors that Scripture speaks to for a Church to be healthy and
sustain growth (1 Peter 5:1-5). While not issues that this study is including for research as
variables, it seems necessary to mention them to make a primary point. According to Gray
(2018), Roman Catholic and mainline Protestant churches are in a steady decline in new
members and baptisms, and have been over the last 17 years. Gray adds that Millennials are not
being reached and that according to a Barna research report, half have never attended any type of
church, and 60% of those who have attended dropped out (Gray, 2018).
In focusing on the SBC specifically, membership since 2006 has fallen by 1.5 million
(Shellnutt, 2019). Included in that same report is the loss of 1 state convention, 5 state
associations, 88 churches, 291 mission efforts, and baptisms were down by over 7,000 (Shellnutt,
2019, p. 2). Burge (2019) reports that the General Social Survey service conducted a longitudinal
study following 16-year-olds that were members of a Southern Baptist church in 1984 over the
years, with the most recent tally occurring in 2015 revealing that only 56% of those surveyed in
1984 were still SBC members.
Burge (2019) states that there are four ways denominations change in size, either
increasing or decreasing over the years. “They add members through conversions, they keep
those born into the faith as they grow up, they shed members through people defecting to other
religious traditions, or members die and are not replaced by young adults,” (p. 2). He goes on to
use the analogy of a bucket full of water with a small leak. As long as you can keep adding more
water than is lost you are good, but when the holes increase, and water is pouring out faster than
it can be replaced there are serious issues (Burge, 2019).
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Gray (2018) quotes Voddie Baucham who states that the local church is the key. He
added,
If we don’t understand the magnitude of the local church, then what’s the difference
between us and the Rotary Club? If all this is entertainment, then why bother? God has a
plan. It’s the local church. It is plan A, and there is no plan B, (p. 3).
All of the three reports cited, Shellnut (2019), Gray (2018), and Burge (2019) stated that every
Christian enterprise was realizing significant declines in the past several decades. It should be
clear at this point that something is not aligned with Scripture, vis-a-vie Christ’s teachings.
The issue of declining church bodies and the other issues mentioned invites one to
question if God is present or even welcome in some churches and is He represented by their
leadership? That is not sarcasm. It is a reflection on the fact that when looked at in a broader
understanding, God in His Word states that everything He has purposed will be fulfilled (Isaiah
55: 10-14). That begs several questions. If God is working in that local church, why is it still
dying? Why are people not being reached and becoming disciples of Christ? Why are people not
being baptized? Could the answer lie within the leadership of those churches?
Could it be possible that more of the world’s wisdom and teachings on servant leadership
exists within ministry leadership than is currently being realized? It would seem that if the
answer is in the affirmative then there is a problem in a lack of Christian effort to exegete and
dissect evidence that can be found within the New Testament on what being a servant and a
leader should be, as described by Christ and other New Testament writers.
Also needing to be added to that biblical study is how the term shepherd and servantleader are synonymous and complementary to one another. This plays out in both the Old and
New Testaments and can be found in Ezekiel chapters 34 and 36, John chapter 10 and Acts
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chapter 20. Christ’s teachings relating to shepherding, as he taught the disciples, is in Matthew
chapter 20.
Now that the problem has been identified and discussed, research needs to be conducted
which will obtain evidence (data) one way or the other as it concerns SBC ministry leadership.
This research study will utilize a quantitative descriptive design, gathering data that will help
determine what the predominant leadership style is for SBC ministry leaders (Authoritarian/
Autocratic, Bureaucratic, Democratic, Lassie-faire, or Servant-Leader). The data will also
compare those ministry leaders who self-identify through their responses to the survey as having
the predominant leadership style of servant-leader, to that of the social-science or biblical model.
The first hypothesis is that research data will show that a significant difference exists
between the teachings that align with the social-science model and the servant-leadership style of
SBC ministry leaders, which will mean that the ministry leadership of the SBC is on solid
biblical ground. Also, that there will be no significant difference between the teachings of
Scripture (biblical model) and the servant leadership model of SBC ministry leaders which will
confirm the solid ground.
However, if the null of the first hypothesis is supported and no significant difference is
found between the social-science model and the predominant model of servant-leadership
followed by SBC ministers, then the discussion must become more serious and the findings and
recommendations more crucial. In planning for the possibility of that result, the demographic
questions, two specifically (position and educational level), will help shed more light on why that
may possibly be occurring. If the result of the data reveals that the social-science model of
servant-leadership is predominant, then the ministry leader’s position and their educational level
might be determining factors in that result.
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It will be extremely interesting and enlightening to determine if a certain position and
educational level is more predominant among those who follow the social-science model of
servant-leadership. Most especially, if the results of the study determine the social-science model
of servant-leadership is also predominant. Part of the reason why these two areas have
importance outside of interest and enlightenment is based on evidence of the negative effects of
education on faith.
Schwadel (2011) states three significant findings from his study. For every year of
education beyond the seventh year, there are extremely important issues at risk. Those risks are
that for every year of education beyond the seventh year there is a 13% decrease in the view that
the Bible is the actual word of God; a 15% decrease in the belief in the truth of one religion; and
a 7% increase in the belief that the Bible was simply written by men. Schwadel (2011) states in
his report that these results seem to be based on the increased knowledge and awareness of the
scientific method and the need for empirically-based evidence.
As much of Scripture is not empirically-based or at least backed by scientific data at the
time of this writing, this seems to create an impetus for doubt or at least criticism of previously
held firm beliefs. While this may not be the case with SBC ministry leaders, it may be relevant to
why ministry leaders turn to social-science models for leadership. Hill (2011) states that research
on the liberalizing effects of higher education on, “church-going Protestants,” has credence (p.
536).
As this concerns leadership positions, no studies were discovered specifically on whether
a certain level of authority/position is influenced by social-science more than another. Yet,
experience (anecdotal evidence) from years in the ministry would seem to reveal that typically
the higher educated the leader, the more authority they are given, the larger the church which
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calls them, and the larger the staff they supervise or influence the more these leaders seek
guidance outside of Scripture. Given that what was just stated is anecdotal and experiential
evidence and not empirical, it will be interesting to determine if the educational level and
position are interrelated as it concerns the social-science model.
However, even if the biblical-model is revealed to be predominant, the answers to those
two questions will provide keen insight for this study and future studies. The research aims to
clarify the path of the Christian servant leader within the SBC and the connections to or
diversions from Greenleaf’s notion of servant leadership. While at this point it might seem to the
reader that the researcher has presuppositions as to the results. Nevertheless, the results of the
data will rule the day and not any preconceived notions on the part of the researcher.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this quantitative descriptive research study is to discover the most
predominant leadership style, of the five styles being measured (Autocratic/Authoritarian,
Bureaucratic, Democratic, Laissez-faire, or Servant-Leader), that is found within the ministry
leadership of the Southern Baptist Convention, and to discover which servant-leadership model
(social-science or biblical) is more predominantly followed by those indicating a servantleadership style. Furthermore, the leadership position and educational level will be considered
for those ministry leaders predominantly following the social-science model of servantleadership. The social-science and biblical models will be defined and identified through a
literature review along with Scripture to form the baselines for each model.
The study will collect data using a survey instrument which will contain five
demographic questions and additional statements in two parts using the Likert Scale. The
demographic questions will provide information that will be used to answer two of the research
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questions that will follow this section. The first set of statements within the survey will help to
determine the predominant leadership style from the five listed above. The second section of the
survey instrument will be used to determine, through further analysis, which servant-leadership
model is being used—the social-science model as prescribed by Robert Greenleaf and others, or
the biblical model as outlined in Scripture.
In Chapters 4 and 5 the dominant servant-leadership style of Southern Baptist ministry
leaders has been determined and is discussed. That determination and discussion also applies to
which model of servant-leadership is being predominantly followed. In those chapters, the
findings have been reported and discussed in detail. Within the discussion of the results, data has
been numerically and statistically analyzed to provide a clear picture of the style and model of
Christ’s ministry leaders within the SBC. This is followed by recommendations to ministry
leaders and the potential need for future research.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
Research Questions.
The following research questions guided this study:
RQ1. What leadership style (Autocratic/Authoritarian, Bureaucratic, Democratic,
Laissez-faire, or Servant-Leader), is the most predominant for ministry leaders within the
Southern Baptist denomination?
RQ2. For those ministry leaders that have a predominant leadership style of servantleadership, which baseline model (social-science or biblical) most closely aligns with their style
of servant-leadership?
RQ3. For those ministry leaders that have a predominant leadership style of servantleadership, what is the predominant leadership role (senior pastor, pastor, associate pastor, elder,
or other) that also predominantly follow the social-science model?
RQ4. For those ministry leaders that have a predominant leadership style of servantleadership, what is the predominant level of education (high school, bachelors, masters,
doctorate, or other) that also predominantly follow the social-science model?
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Hypotheses.
The following hypotheses will be developed for this study:
H01. There will be no significant difference between the social-science baseline model
currently found among Southern Baptist ministry leaders based on their responses to the research
questions.
H02. There will be no significant difference between the biblical baseline model
currently found among Southern Baptist ministry leaders based on their responses to the research
questions.
H03. There will be no significant difference between the leadership positions found
among Southern Baptist ministry leaders who predominantly follow the social-science model of
servant-leadership based on their responses to the research questions.
H04. There will be no significant difference between the educational level found among
Southern Baptist ministry leaders who predominantly follow the social-science model of servantleadership based on their responses to the research questions.
Assumptions and Delimitations
In every research study there are two areas which exist and must be included in the body
of the material leading up to the gathering of the data and the report of the findings. Those areas
are assumptions which the researcher brings to any study and which may have been propagated
from previous research, and the other are delimitations which helps the researcher and the reader
understand how the focus of the study was fine-tuned from a broad subject area to a more
narrowed focus (Leedy, & Ormrod, 2016).
Research Assumptions
Using surveys carries an assumed self-reporting bias that can be considered a weakness
concerning the generalizability of data. The lack of flexibility that can be attributed to
quantitative studies is also an assumption typically made. However, there is also an assumption
being made by this researcher that the participants of this study will answer the
statements/questions honestly, and that the researcher, using the keys provided for the survey,
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will have a full and clear understanding of how to interpret the results identifying the
participants' leadership style. An assumption is also being made that the national SBC and
relevant state SBC offices will have an appreciation for the importance and need for the research.
It is also being assumed that the servant-leadership style of leadership will be the predominant
leadership style of the participants.
There exists an assumption by the researcher, based on research mentioned earlier, that
the social-science model of servant-leadership will be determined as the most prevalent model
followed by ministry leaders within the SBC. However, the research and research tools for
measuring the data will be designed to purposely avoid any prejudicial leanings toward any
previous assumptions by the researcher. Statistical methods will be used to ensure that all data is
cross-checked to eliminate and/or expose any biased or tainted results.
Delimitations of the Research Design
The amount of material available on the subject of servant leadership both within the
social-science and Christian populations is quite extensive. Therefore, this research cannot hope
to cover all the various aspects of the subject of servant leadership. For example, this study will
not be measuring or asking questions about servant leadership and its relationship with other
styles of leadership, or to attempt to pinpoint or nail down a specific definition of any leadership
style to include servant-leadership. Nor will this study be attempting to discover the attributes,
traits, or characteristics of servant-leadership outside of forming the baseline models for the
social-science and biblical models.
This study will not be attempting to discover the advantages or disadvantages of servantleadership, or the pros and cons of servant-leadership. The focus of this study will be on
discovering which of the five specific areas of leadership styles is predominant among Southern

44
Baptist ministry leaders and then focus even more narrowly on the discovery of the predominant
servant-leadership model, as mentioned in the research questions. Through answering those
research questions, statistical analysis will result in the non-rejection or rejection of the null for
one or the other hypotheses previously mentioned.
Definition of Terms
1. Associate Pastor: See definition for Pastor.
2. Elder: See definition for Pastor.
3. Pastor: A pastor, overseer, or elder according to Scripture is the same position/person
(1 Timothy 3:1-7). However, many local churches typically do not see them as the
same person. So, for this study, to gather as many participants as possible, elders and
pastors will be treated as separate individuals/positions (Wasser, 1988; Goodrich,
2013; & Kimble 2015).
4. Senior Pastor: A senior pastor is a lead pastor in a multi-staff local church (Hawco,
2005).
5. Servant-leader (servant-leadership): As described in Scripture, a servant-leader is a
disciple/believer/follower of Christ who has as their primary objective the service of
others first and foremost, putting the needs of another before their own. It is in that
style of leadership that Christ lived and taught as an example to follow (Matthew,
Chapter 10, NASB). Greenleaf defines a servant-leader as one who has the initial
desire to serve others, and then makes a conscious choice to lead (Greenleaf, 1977;
Spears, 1995).
6. Shepherd: As described in Scripture, a shepherd is a leader who puts the needs of the
sheep, for which he has guardianship, before his own needs. As pointed out by Christ,
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the shepherd is one who will lay down his life in defense of the sheep. The shepherd
is also the one who looks out for the need and care of the sheep and goes searching
for those sheep who wander away from the main flock (Matthew, Chapter 10, et al.,
NASB).
7. Southern Baptist church: A Southern Baptist church for this study is a church that is
registered and in cooperation with the Southern Baptist Convention (www.sbc.net).
8. Southern Baptist Convention: Organized in 1845, the Southern Baptist Convention is
comprised of approximately 1,200 associations, 41 state conventions, and over 47,000
local churches (www.sbc.net/aboutus).
9. Spiritual Leadership: For this study, spiritual leadership is synonymous with servant
leadership and shepherding. However, there will exist a discussion within Chapter
Two that will explore the various aspects of this subject (Blackaby, & Blackaby,
2011).
10. Transformational Leadership: A transformational leader is a leader that engages and
creates a connection with their followers raising the level of, “motivation and
morality in both the leader and the follower,” (Northouse, 2019, p. 164). They are
attentive to the needs and motivations of their followers helping them reach their full
potential.
11. Other: For the purposes of this study as it concerns a leadership position, other is
listed for those ministry leaders that do not feel that they officially hold one of the
other positions listed—for example, a bi-vocational pastor may not consider
themselves to hold one of the other positions listed in the demographic question.
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12. Other Styles of Leadership: The various styles of leadership that will become a part of
a measuring instrument for this research are as follows:
a. Autocratic or Authoritarian: complete authority is in one person without
question. This style of leadership also goes by the terms of totalitarianism or
dictatorship. Can form an atmosphere of discipline, but also stifles creativity
and creates dissension. Employees are viewed as replaceable resources, orders
are given in a hierarchical/top-down manner, and employee satisfaction is a
low priority (Eagly, & Schmidt, 2001; Russell, & Stone, 2002).
b. Bureaucratic: typically, a by-the-book type of leader who follows the rules
vigorously and ensures that employees do the same. This style of leadership
can be found in high-risk professions or those involving large amounts of
currency (Eagly, & Schmidt, 2001; Russell, & Stone, 2002).
c. Democratic: these leaders typically give employees a voice in company policy
and decision-making. This style is also known as a participative-style of
leadership. While it can be found within a hierarchical organization, decisionmaking tends to be bi-lateral with an open-door policy allowing for free
discussion between superiors and subordinates (Eagly, & Schmidt, 2001;
Russell, & Stone, 2002).
d. Laissez-faire: tasks and goals are communicated to employees, but employees
are free to accomplish those tasks/goals however they see fit. A very liberal
leadership style as it concerns lines of authority. Delegation of authority is
chaotic, and communication tends to be through the grapevine. Leaders using
this style find it convenient in evading responsibility—especially when things
go wrong or become chaotic (Eagly, & Schmidt, 2001, pp. 786-787).
Significance of the Study
The significance of the study is multifaceted, much like the various sides and angles of a
well-cut diamond. First and foremost, God through the work of the Holy Spirit has laid the
problem heavily on the heart of this researcher. The truth of Scripture and the current state of
affairs within the leadership of the body of Christ is of great concern. However, it would seem
through personal experience and a comprehensive literature review that a form of leadership is
manifesting itself within the leadership of the body of Christ that is removed from the teachings
of Christ and the writers of the New Testament. What makes this study significant is that the
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research will not only identify the predominant leadership style within the largest protestant
denomination in the world, the SBC, but will then identify which servant-leadership baseline
model those leaders adhere to in the performance of their ministerial duties.
The identity of those two factors will be revealed by the data, and more specifically
through the empirical data, based on the SBC ministry leader’s responses to the survey
instrument. If the data determines that the biblical model of servant-leadership is prevalent
among those leaders, then celebrations are very much in order. However, if the data determines
that the social-science model is being followed more prevalently than Scripture, than a quote
from C.S. Lewis (2001) would be appropriate as he makes the following statement,
We all want progress. But progress means getting nearer to the place where you want to
be. And if you have taken a wrong turning, then to go forward does not get you any
nearer. If you are on the wrong road, progress means doing an about-turn and walking
back to the right road; and in that case the man who turns back soonest is the most
progressive man, (p. 28).
As C.S. Lewis stated, it is time to posit the realization that we as believers/leaders/shepherds
could be on the wrong path and if so, need to turn back to find the right path. The first step is
through recognizing that there is a problem. This research will serve to aid in that realization.
Summary of the Design
Research Population
The population or target-group for the research is ministry leaders (senior pastors,
associate pastors, executive pastors, pastoral care pastors, education pastors, mission pastors,
student pastors, campus pastors, discipleship pastors, elders, next-gen pastors, or other pastoral
positions) that will encompass participants from the Southern Baptist denomination which are
leading churches that are currently registered with the SBC. The population will not include
worship leaders/ministers/pastors. The only exception would be a worship leader/minister/pastor
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that holds a dual position, such as an associate pastor/worship leader, but in such a case, their
primary position must one of those listed previously and worship must be secondary to their
responsibilities.
Research Sample(s) and Sampling Technique
It is posited that the SBC headquarters will serve as a focal point for information
concerning the registered churches within the convention. A request will be sent to the SBC
describing the topic of research, the focus of the research, the methodology that will be used, and
how the results will be analyzed, stored, and protected. A copy of the Institutional Review
Board’s permission to conduct the research will also be provided. Upon receipt of permission to
proceed with the research, a list of leaders at all locations will be obtained from the SBC.
Their reply may express the need to contact each state’s SBC office independently with
correspondence containing the same information mentioned above, and to request the release of
the information for those church leaders within their state. A third scenario may be that the
associations within a state or the church itself is to be contacted directly or through capturing the
required contact information from the internet. Whichever the case, those processes and
protocols will be followed as prescribed.
Methodological Design
The details of the proposed instrumentation, the detailed steps taken to develop and
validate a survey for the study, and the use of previously valid survey instruments will be further
discussed in Chapter Three. A survey instrument which begins with five demographic questions
for which participants simply choose the appropriate response that applies to them are followed
by twenty-five statements using a 5-point Likert Scale ranging from 1-Strongly Disagree to 5-
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Strongly Agree. The statements will be focused principally on discovering the participant’s
predominant style of leadership.
The demographic information and the first 25 Likert Scale responses (Appendix A) will
be used to answer three of the research questions (RQ1, RQ3, and RQ4) and to provide
information for rejecting or not rejecting hypotheses H03 and H04. The remaining 83 Likert
Scale responses will be used to answer RQ2 and to reject or not reject hypotheses H01 and H02.
Three responses containing demographic information will be discussed while also reserved for
possible future use.
The data gathered will be analyzed and used to establish the predominant leadership style
of the participants, the predominant ministry position and educational level, and the predominant
baseline servant-leader model. The participant group will receive an email request to participate
in the research study. This process will be described in detail in Chapter Three.
Within the body of the email will be a brief introduction as to the importance of the
study, the need for the study, and the importance of their participation (Appendix B). The email
will also contain a statement of anonymity concerning any personal demographic information
gathered, and a discussion of the anonymity of information which will not have any possibility of
being linked to the participant of the survey. This will serve to minimize hesitance in answering
questions that may seem sensitive, or to preclude answers that are not honest or that lean toward
what the respondent believes the researcher wants to hear. A link will be provided in the email to
the survey which will begin with the informed consent (Appendix I).
Servant-Leadership Section of the Survey Instrument
A combination and modification of existing and previously used/validated survey
instruments will gather data to discover which servant-leadership model a participant more
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closely follows (i.e., Social-science Model or Biblical Model). Those existing instruments will
include the Servant Leadership Profile-Revised (SLP-R) which was developed by Wong and
Page (2003) (Appendix C). It is currently a 62-statement survey designed to measure both
positive and negative leadership characteristics as it concerns servant leaders, “that has been used
hundreds of times across different contexts. The Cronbach’s alpha is .98-.94,” (Danielson, 2017,
p. viii). The survey uses a 7-point Likert Scale which ranges from 1=strongly Disagree to
4=undecided to 7=strongly agree with the creator’s statement on the instrument to use category 4
very sparingly.
Permission has been sought and granted to use this instrument in the upcoming research
which also requested permission to modify the instrument to include social-science related
statements measuring a ministry leader’s possible source (other than biblical) for considering
themselves a servant leader (Appendix D). Full credit will be given to Wong and Page (2003) for
the use of the instrument. The instrument content will be modified and the 7-point Likert Scale
will be changed to a 5-point Likert Scale. The changes proposed will modify and reduce the
category of Representative Leadership included in the SLP-R in the final instrument.
The new statements will include content from another resource, namely the Servant
Leadership Assessment Instrument (SLAI), which was created by Dennis (2004) in completing
research for his dissertation (Appendix E). The instrument received a Cronbach Alpha of .91 and
was designed with a 7-point Likert Scale. The SLAI was originally designed to be used to
measure altruism, empowerment, humility, service, and trust as viewed from the employee’s
perspective rating their leader/manager.
This instrument will be used with permission having been granted from its creator who is
fully aware of the modifications planned and that full credit will be given (Appendix F). One
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additional instrument which may also provide needed measures, is the Servant Leadership
Readiness Survey (SLRS) which was developed and used by McMinn (2001) (Appendix G).
This instrument will be used with permission having been granted from its creator who is fully
aware of the modifications planned and that full credit will be given (Appendix H).
This researcher will create new statements and modify other statements using the SLP-R,
SLAI, and SLRS to form a newly developed instrument for the research study (Appendix A).
Once the instrument is created and ready for testing, steps will be followed for its validation. It is
planned by the researcher that the final instrument for this section will not be more than 100
statements—not including the consent yes or no response or the 5 demographic questions.
The data from this survey will be statistically tested using various methods which will
help to identify the leadership model most closely resembling their responses (social-science or
biblical). Once the statements have been created using the three instruments mentioned and
newly developed statements, the final survey instrument will be tested for internal reliability as
described in Chapter Three. A Cronbach’s Alpha will be used for this purpose.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
Overview
Since the time of Christ’s ministry in the first century and the ministries of the apostles,
the Church has slowly incorporated worldly methods, traditions, and teachings into its practices
and services. This incorporation is called syncretism. The term syncretism as defined by
Merriam Webster and doctionary.com is stated as, “the attempted reconciliation or union of
different or opposing principles, practices, or parties, as in philosophy or religion,”. While
Ferdinando (1995), who is not writing from a Christian perspective, but from a philosophical
perspective, speaks to the effect of syncretism on Christianity directly as he states,
It is not to be expected that African Christians, or indeed those of other cultures, would
completely divest themselves of their traditional worldviews by converting to
Christianity. . . The Christian faith is inevitably assimilated in terms of the existing
structures of thought of it adherents, whatever their culture. Nevertheless, there are points
at which the worldview of any people will be found to be incompatible with central
elements of the gospel; if conversion to Christianity is to be more than purely nominal, it
will necessarily entail the substantial modification of the traditional worldview at such
points. Where this does not occur in the Christian faith which is modified and thus
relativized by the worldview, the consequence is syncretism.
The term ‘syncretism’ . . . is the substitution or modification of central elements of
Christianity by beliefs or practices introduced from elsewhere. The consequence of such
a process is fatally to compromise its integrity. Such a definition implicitly affirms the
existence of a normative Christian faith derived from authoritative Christian Scriptures,
in the light of which every particular purported expression of Christianity is to be
evaluated. Given a definition in these terms, the Bible’s own injunctions against
syncretism, involving the intrusion of antagonistic and incompatible religious practices
into the worship of the God it reveals, are particularly relevant,” (p. 272).
Paul in his epistles warned the early assemblies of believers to be watchful and vigilant
for those who preached/taught a different message or a different gospel. However, much like the
Hebrews in the Old Testament, people do not stay vigilant long and bring traditions and practices
with them into their worship and Christian life that do not belong. Some examples of syncretism
in the Christian life can be as subtle as practices incorporated into the celebration of Christmas
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and/or Easter with their many pagan symbols, to the blatant alteration of the fourth
commandment by the Roman Catholic church (McIver, 2015; Cusack, 2007; Haynes, 2005;
Hijmans, 2003; McGowan, 2002; Ratsch, & Muller-Ebeling, 20006; Sermon, 2008; Oxford
Dictionary, 2005).
It is highly recognized by most, if not all, theologians that Christ was not born in
December, but was more likely born in March or April based on descriptors within Scripture
(i.e., shepherds in their fields sleeping/feeding their sheep, Joseph and Mary traveling for the
census to Bethlehem, et al.) (Matthew 2; & Luke 2). It was Pope Julius I in response to the
Roman celebration of the birth of Mithras (Sol Invictus/Saturnalia) who decreed that the birth of
Christ would be celebrated on December 25th starting in the year 336 (Oxford Dictionary, 2005).
Before that time, there is no historical record, that has been discovered, showing the early church
celebrated the birth of Christ at any time during the year.
A different area of subtle syncretism that is more familiar to many theologians and
scholars during the celebration of Christmas, involves the Christmas Tree. The Christmas tree is
reported to be both a pagan symbol which was used by the Druids in times before Christ, and
then later adopted in Germany as signifying new life by St. Boniface in the 8th Century (Himjans,
2003; McGowan, 2002; Ratsch, & Muller-Ebeling, 2006; Oxford Dictionary, 2005). The lighting
of candles (lights in present-day), kissing under the Mistletoe, the giving of presents, and the
Yule Log are other subtle examples of pagan traditions adopted (Hijmans, 2003; McGowan,
2002; Oxford Dictionary, 2005).
This researcher has been asked by other Christians, in the past and during the writing of
this dissertation, does simply having a Christmas tree make them any less of a Christian? There
is no empirical study or other research one can point to or reference which would directly answer
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that question. Another point is that only God can know a person’s heart, mind, and intentions. As
a minister and fervent studier of God’s Word, this researcher would then have to point to
Scripture and in using the warp and weft of the whole of biblical teaching state that God is a
jealous God and nothing is to take prominence before Him. Which brings the point concerning
what can be found in almost all homes that display a Christmas tree, to include Christian homes.
Where is the tree found typically in the home—an in almost every case it takes a place of
prominence for all to see and enjoy when entering the home.
The practice also includes the laying of gifts at the base of the tree as if placing an
offering, and many are so bold as to place a figure of an angel looking down on the whole
process. Stepping outside of the Christmas tree—Christians need to ask themselves what other
item typically takes a place of prominence in the Christian home for most of the year? Many
must admit that the answer is the television. While it can be strongly argued that idol worship is
not taking place as no one is worshiping these objects—it can also be argued that whatever is
taking the most prominent place in a Christian’s home and occupying the majority of a
Christian’s time each day is not giving God the glory by any means.
Matthew 6:19-24 is very clear on the subject when it states,
Do not lay up for yourselves treasures on earth, where moth and rust destroy, and where
thieves break in and steal. But lay up for yourselves treasures in heaven, where neither
moth nor rust destroys, and where thieves do not break in or steal; for where our treasure
is, there will your heart be also. The lamp of the body is the eye; if therefore your eye is
clear, your whole body will be full of light. But if your eye is bad, your whole body will
be full of darkness. If therefore the light that is in you is darkness, how great is the
darkness! No one can serve two masters; for either he will hate the one and love the
other, or he will hold to one and despise the other. You cannot serve God and mammon
(NASB).
Christians are to be set apart from the rest of the world in every aspect of life. Yes, this
researcher has heard the axiom, “Some people are so heavenly minded that they are of no earthly
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good,” (Oliver Wendell Holmes, Sr.). That saying and whomever repeats it is not reading the
same Bible that this researcher is reading. C.S. Lewis in Mere Christianity, states that, “If you
read history you will find that the Christians who did most for the present world were just those
who thought most of the next,” (2001, p. 134).
There are several books and other publications that speak to the evidence for Christianity
and also for Jesus Himself being on trial. These publications point out that the evidence is
overwhelming in His favor and Christianity’s favor. However, a Christian needs to ask
themselves if there is enough evidence to convince a jury or judge to convict them of being a
Christian? If they walked into that Christian’s home, would there be any evidence that God takes
prominence in their lives?
Easter is similar in its origins. Depending on the historian or source one reads, the earliest
report of the celebration of Easter within Christianity started in the second century (Cusack,
2007; Sermon, 2008; Oxford Dictionary, 2005). However, the important point for Christians is
that no one recorded in the New Testament specifically celebrated Christ’s resurrection as a
special day. It was in fact celebrated every day—most especially by Paul within the various
books and passages of his writings.
The date for Easter was set in 325 AD at the Council of Nicea based on the paschal
moon, and did not follow Passover as it actually occurred in Scripture (Oxford Dictionary,
2005). Most historical accounts that are contained in older encyclopedias, historical texts, state
that the term Easter is from the name of a Chaldean goddess (queen of heaven) Astarte. She is
mentioned in Jeremiah Chapters 7 and 44, I Kings Chapters 5 and 11, and 2 Kings Chapter 23.
Her Hebrew name is Ashtoreth. The Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church (2005) gives

56
Eostre (Easter) an origin in Babylon as Astarte or Ishtar, the goddess of fertility who was
celebrated in the Spring. The rabbit and the egg were signs of fertility within that celebration.
The ultimate decision to incorporate Easter into the Christian religion was an edict from
Constantine for which he demanded that the Council of Nicaea in 325 adopt (Cusack, 2007;
Sermon, 2003; Oxford Dictionary, 2005). This researcher must emphasize that all Christians
should give praise and worship for the birth, death, and resurrection of Christ at all times as the
payment of our sin debt hinges on those events. However, believers should not celebrate these
events in the way currently being performed—even in Christian gatherings.
Scripture in the New Testament tells the reader that the early Christians were worshiping
God and studying the Scriptures daily. The observance by the early Church of the Hebrew
Sabbath was continued by all indications from historical records, as were the remainder of the 10
Commandments as they were given to Moses. However, the Roman Catholic religion, during the
time of Constantine, divested itself from any practice it considered inherently Jewish. One of the
more significant results of that divestment was the change from the Hebrew and biblical
celebration of the Sabbath occurring on the 7th day of the week or Saturday (technically Sunset
on Friday to Sunset on Saturday) to Sunday (the first day of the week) (Geirmann, 1957; Haynes,
2005; McIver, 2015).
Geirmann (1957) in speaking to fellow Protestants states, “We observe Sunday instead of
Saturday because the Catholic Church, in the Council of Laodicea (A.D. 364), transferred the
solemnity from Saturday to Sunday,” (p. 50). In quoting Brady (a Roman Catholic Priest) from a
1903 address captured in a New Jersey newspaper, Brady reminded Protestants that Scripture
does not support their observance of Sunday by stating that, “Sunday is an institution of the
Roman Catholic Church, and those who observe the day observe a commandment of the Catholic
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Church,” (Haynes, 2005, p. 50; McIver, 2015). The traditions, practices, and events mentioned
previously are only subtle examples being used by this writer to get the reader’s attention that
syncretism can sneak into the lives of Christians and distract from the impact of their testimony
and influence of their Christ-like faith to a lost world.
In the experience of this researcher, many Protestants are blind to the impact of
syncretistic practices and traditions, and seem oblivious to their historical meaning and influence.
Many protestants are very critical of how the Hispanic Roman Catholics practice the “Day of the
Dead”, whose origins stem from the Aztecs, and how all Roman Catholics venerate Mary, which
stems from an overemphasis of Mary being honored above all women and their doctrine of the
Assumption. Protestants also gasp at the term “transubstantiation,” and shake their heads that
Roman Catholicism teaches that the bread and wine turn into actual flesh and blood as it is
digested. They wag their fingers at Mormons practicing the “Baptism for the Dead,”. However,
most Protestants do not consider that Roman Catholics and Mormons can point to their
interpretation of Scripture to justify these practices.
Christ does speak in Scripture as the bread being His body and the wine being His blood
when conducting the practice in remembering His sacrifice. The Mormons point to 1 Corinthians
15:29 as their proof text on baptism of the dead. While this researcher would clearly state that
these events are unbiblical and taken out of context as it concerns Scriptural teachings,
Protestants do not conduct the same critical thinking as it concerns their own lives and practices.
While this writer is not attempting to be redundant ad nauseum, the term for these types
of inclusions are syncretism. Some types of syncretism are less harmful to the body of the
Church, but other types are dangerous and can distract and stifle the body of Christ in their
spiritual growth. One particular type of danger concerns syncretistic teachings within Church
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leadership and the leadership models which they emulate. Based on evidence from research, a
social-science model of servant-leadership has become more and more frequently used by the
leadership of the Church and is seemingly becoming more popular (Coggins, & Bocarnea, 2015;
Russell, & Stone 2002; Irving, 2011; Mahembe, & Engelbrecht, 2014; Flynn, Smither, &
Walker, 2016; Danielsen, 2017; Cunningham, 2019).
As was stated and described in Chapter One, the problem being researched, along with
the purpose and need for this research, is in identifying the predominant leadership style among
SBC ministry leaders. The focus then narrows to those identified as utilizing the servantleadership style as their predominant style of leadership. Once that has been determined, those
SBC ministry leaders, based on survey responses, will be compared to the teachings on servantleadership to statistically determine if those leaders are more closely aligned to the social-science
model or the biblical model.
It is in bringing attention to the difference between the two models that a recognition can
occur, and the importance of why one model is biblical and the other is not. The social-science
model of servant-leadership being referred to stems from the teachings and writings of Robert
Greenleaf (Greenleaf, 1977, 1996, 1998) and the adherents of this model (Shirin, 2017, et al.).
The biblical model focuses on the teachings of Scripture as it speaks to the subject of being a
shepherd or servant called by God to lead in Christ’s Church.
It is the popularity and seemingly unquestioning inclusion of the social-science model of
servant-leadership which is worrisome. God is beginning to call out those who will listen and
recognize that the issues within the body of Christ are most probably resting within the
leadership/shepherds of His Church. However, it is only by recognizing the servant-leadership
model espoused by Robert Greenleaf (social-science model) as being contrary to a Biblical
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understanding of servant leadership that will allow a move to a more biblical model of ministry
leadership.
Theological Framework for the Study
Piper (2013) states that, “. . . the goal of spiritual leadership is to muster people to join
God in living for God’s glory,” (p. 11). However, is spiritual leadership the same as being a
servant leader? The answer must be an unequivocal yes for the Christian and most especially the
Christian leader. Of course, leadership is often thought, by many, to be a term that is universal in
all settings. A leader is a leader is a leader—right? This researcher has often heard others who
teach leadership state that everyone is a leader in some fashion. While the answer might be yes in
some circumstances, for example many corporate and/or business settings, it is a definite no in
the setting of Christian leadership. To be called as a leader in the Church is much different.
Many might consider the no answer as surprising or abrupt, but when just the term
leadership is researched it becomes clear that so many different definitions of leadership exist
that the Christian leader must find their definition in Scripture and nowhere else. Burns (1978)
wrote that, “. . . leadership is one of the most observed and least understood phenomena on
earth,” (p. 2). Jumping forward in time to 2020 one finds that the conundrum of defining
leadership is still ever-present.
Even when isolating the search to defining servant-leadership one has to constantly refine
the search to find the most biblical definition. Ayers (2006) speaks to the issue when he makes
the point that much of the existing literature on servant leaders and servant-leadership espouses
procedures and practices that are claimed to be the most consistent with biblical theology.
However, he adds that they lack sound theological and biblical support.
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Huizing (2011) speaks to the cohesion that must exist between theology and the theory of
a servant-leader and servant-leadership. He drives home the point that a theological foundation
must be a necessary filter through which theories of leadership have to be sifted. He further
states that the typical leadership theories that exist contain bits of truth that can be used within a
Christian context. However, does that mean they should be? Huizing (2011) continues by stating
that there are ways in which these theories contribute to leadership’s theology, but that there is a
downside to these theories.
The downside is that the motivations of the leader and the outcome in using the theories
are often material-based. These outcomes and the motivations behind them are not representative
of what Christ expects of a Christian leader (Huizing, 2011). Wolfe (2002) states, “The Bible is a
repository of spiritual guidance and religious vision—but it also happens to be the greatest
resource for leadership ever written,” (p. 19). While Flanike (2006) would agree with Wolfe’s
statement, he further builds on that statement when he writes, “Even a brief study of Scripture
will lead one to the conclusion that God is a God of initiative in leadership. He display in His
own character and behavior all of the fundamental qualities of leadership,” (p. 12).
Beeley and Britton (2009) indicate that any study of leadership within a Christian context
must begin with a theology that defines leadership, and not, as many leaders tend to do, let a
leadership theory or style define their theology. What makes the whole task daunting is that
while much of the descriptive elements of servant-leadership found in the Bible differ from those
espoused by social science, much of the terminology and precepts seem alike (Jones, 2012;
Russell, 2003; Wallace, 2005). It is at this point that the foundations for servant-leadership must
be identified from a biblical and theological perspective.
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Biblical and Theological Foundation for Servant-Leadership
Old Testament
Leaders, and more specifically, servant leaders are also found throughout the Old
Testament. In Genesis 26:24 it states that Abraham is God’s servant; Numbers 12:8 states that
Moses is God’s servant; Numbers 14:24 speaks to Caleb being God’s servant; and so are David
in 2 Samuel 3:18; Job in Job 1:8; and Isaiah in Isaiah 20:3 only to name a few of the more
prominent examples (Moore, 2012). Also located in the book of Isaiah are the servant songs
which describe the servant’s mission (42:1-9); the servant’s calling (49:1-13); the servant’s
faithfulness (50:4-11), and the servant’s suffering and exaltation (52:12 through 53:13). Most, if
not all, biblical theologians, scholars, and laypersons realize that these Isaiah passages refer to
Jesus who is the prime and ultimate example of being a servant-leader (Wolfe, 1985).
It is important to note that another word is used in the Old Testament that is synonymous
with servant, and that word is slave, ebed, in the biblical Hebrew (Malphurs, 2003). It is in
understanding the nuances and deep meanings of how Scripture speaks to, uses, and defines the
terms slave and servant as they refer to a relationship with God and our Lord and Savior, which
set them far apart from any social science usage of servant-leader and/or servant-leadership. One
of the major differences which exist between social science and Scripture is described by
Sanders (2007) when he states, “To aspire to leadership, God’s kingdom requires us to be willing
to pay a price higher than others are willing to pay. The toll of true leadership is heavy, and the
more effective the leadership, the greater the cost,” (p. 115).
Another term found mainly in the Old Testament, but also mentioned by Christ in the
New Testament is the term shepherd. Laniak (2006) in quoting D.A. Carson concerning being a
shepherd writes, “. . . so extensive is the imagery in the domain of Christian leadership that it
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contributes a great deal to what Christians ought to understand about leadership itself,” (p. 12).
McCormick and Davenport (2003) mention that the term shepherd in the Old Testament is the
very picture of a servant-leader. Laniak (2006) drives home the point that the term shepherd is so
pervasive in Scripture that any theological perspective on leadership which does not mention the
term is severely missing the point of two important themes. The first is being one of God’s
undershepherds, and the other is the arrival of the ultimate shepherd which is Jesus Christ.
God is referred to as a shepherd in such biblical passages as Genesis 49:24, Psalm 23:1,
Psalm 80:1, Ecclesiastes 12:11, and Isaiah 40:11. God also promises to give His people
shepherds as stated in Jeremiah 3:15, “And I will give you shepherds according to my own heart
who will feed you with knowledge and understanding,” (NASB). Laniak (2006) states that,
“Biblically speaking, a human leader is none other than God leading His own people through an
anointed servant,” (p. 92). Also important, is that there exist a link within the Old Testament
term shepherd and the New Testament terms servant and leader as described in Ezekiel 34:11-16,
For thus says the Lord God, ‘Behold, I Myself will search for My sheep and seek them
out. As a shepherd cares for his herd in the day when he is among his scattered sheep, so
I will care for My sheep and will deliver them from all the places to which they were
scattered on a cloudy and gloomy day. And I will bring them out from the peoples and
gather them from the countries and bring them to their own land; and I will feed them on
the mountains of Israel, by the streams, and in all the inhabited places of the land. I will
feed them in a good pasture, and their grazing ground will be on the mountain heights of
Israel. There they will lie down in good grazing ground, and they will feed in rich pasture
on the mountains of Israel. I will feed My flock and I will lead them to rest, declares the
Lord God. I will seek the lost, bring back the scattered, bind up the broken, and
strengthen the sick; but the fat and the strong I will destroy. I will feed them with
judgment,’ (NASB).
These verses in Ezekiel should clearly describe to the reader the future work of Christ as
the servant and shepherd that are also described in Isaiah chapters 40, 45-50, and 53. In John
10:11, Christ states, “I am the good shepherd; the good shepherd lays down His life for the
sheep,” (NASB). The parallels found within the Old Testament depicting God as the ultimate
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shepherd, and the servant-leader as depicted by Christ in the New Testament, are profound and
unquestionable.
New Testament
For the Christian and the Christian leader, having a servant’s heart, conducting oneself
with the attitude of a servant, or being a servant to others to emulate Christ is contained in the
New Testament. One important example, mentioned previously in Chapter One, is found in Mark
10:42-45 which states,
Calling them to Himself, Jesus said to them, “You know that those who are recognized as
rulers of the Gentiles lord it over them; and their great men exercise authority over
them. But it is not this way among you, but whoever wishes to become great among you
shall be your servant; and whoever wishes to be first among you shall be slave of all. For
even the Son of Man did not come to be served, but to serve, and to give His life a
ransom for many” (NASB).
As mentioned in Chapter One, Stein (2008) states that, there are two examples brought out by
Jesus in this seemingly harsh rebuke. The first is that leadership in the Kingdom of God is
radically different than earthly leadership, and that, “Greatness in the kingdom of God does not
involve public honor and the authority to command others but ‘humble, unrewarded service’” (p.
487).
Also previously mentioned, is how Jesus gave an example of servant-leadership during
the Lord’s Supper when He washed the disciple's feet. That event can be read in John 13:1-17
and also Matthew 26:14-39, where Jesus tells the disciples that if He being Lord of all can be a
servant to all, then they should follow His example. While Jesus would most likely not be so
unkind as to boldly state it, it does seem to be implied that if He being God in human form can
wash the feet of unworthy sinners, then they should be more than willing to do the same for each
other. Also implied is the expression of love Jesus is showing and wanting the disciples to
emulate toward each other.
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Those are the foundational premises for biblical teachings on servant-leadership. In 1
Peter 5:1-4, servant-leadership is being taught using the example of shepherding the flock. In
Acts 20:17-26 and 26:12-22, Paul uses himself as an example of how servant-leadership is to be
duplicated. Paul uses Christ as the example in Philippians 2:5-11, when he reminds the Church at
Philippi of how Jesus, being God, did not take on that role, but chose rather to be the servant of
all. Jesus and Paul are teaching all those who follow Jesus on how to show love and service to
one another (Silva, 2005).
It is imperative at this point that a distinction is brought to light as to a major difference
between being a servant-leader in a social-science setting and being a Christian servant-leader.
Much of the material on servant leadership written by Christians and non-Christians is rife with
comments about choosing to be a leader. Even Greenleaf (1977) stated in his definition of
servant-leadership, that while desiring to serve came first, the decision to lead came all the same.
However, as a Christian, the choice to lead does not rest with the believer, but rests with God.
A Christian is either called into Christian leadership or they are not. There is no appeal
process, and there should never be a forcing into the ranks of leadership out of aspirations on the
part of the believer. In the paragraphs that follow this point will be presented by Christian writers
followed by biblical examples. The calling to Christian leadership stemming only from God is
emphasized by Estep, Anthony, and Allison (2008) when they state, “Leaders are neither made
nor born; they are summoned, called by God,” (p. 258).
Oswald Sanders would disagree, as he believes that leaders are both born and made,
mentioning nothing of being called by God, even though his 2017 book is titled, Spiritual
Leadership. In his text, he states that leadership qualities can be gained through proper
instruction (Sanders, 2017). As part of a study conducted in 2011 by Crowther, he speaks to
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calling, and in doing so he quotes Os Guinness, from his 1998 book, The Call: Finding and
Fulfilling the Central Purpose of Your Life, when Guinness states,
Calling is not exclusive, in that everyone has calling; it is not whether one is called to do
something, it is about discovering and fulfilling that call and this is particularly important
in leadership. Calling includes everyone and everything. There is not a place or a person
that calling does not affect, however, it is to be discovered not created. The discovery of
this calling or divine destiny is the beginning for a leader in an integral theory of Biblical
leadership (p. 70).
There are several verses in Scripture that speak to the qualifications, cautions,
responsibilities, and roles leaders within Christ’s Church are to be knowledgeable about. Already
mentioned is 1 Peter 5:1-4 speaking to elders being the shepherds of the flock; 1 Timothy 3:1-7
gives the qualifications for being called as a bishop of the Church; Titus 1:5-9 gives the
qualifications of overseers; while Ephesians 4:11-13 and 1 Corinthians 12:28-31 speak to the
various roles and gifts given to various believers; and Acts 20:28-32 speaks to overseers and
shepherds, and specifically states, “. . . among which the Holy Spirit has made you overseers, to
shepherd the Church of God,” (NASB).
In Shirin (2014), he states that one of the major problems with servant leadership, as it
concerns Christians today, is that the overarching philosophical tenants of what is being
espoused are much more secular than Christ-like (Shirin, 2014). Shirin states,
. . . while an Augustinian theology of leadership would indeed have a robust service
dimension to it, the assumptions behind it are very different from those undergirding the
modern therapeutic model, customer service model, or even the unconditional concern
for co-workers model. For Augustine, this difference in basic assumption would carry
decisive significance. Consequently, Augustine would have a hard time characterizing
servant leadership as originated and developed in modern leadership literature as
Christian (p. 2).
Biblical examples of God’s calling on men’s lives to be His chosen leaders can be found
in both the Old and New Testaments. It can be argued successfully that Noah did not one day
find himself desiring to build an Ark hundreds of miles from any large open body of water,
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accompanied by a desire to gather various kinds of animals to fill it. That was all from God and
His plan for Noah. Moses argued with God about going to Pharaoh and tried to convince God to
choose someone else. Jonah ran from God and tried his best to avoid doing what God asked him
to do. John the Baptist knew God’s call on his life in the womb. Is it a cogent thought that he
desired to go live in the wilderness eating only honey and locusts while waiting for Christ to
arrive so he could baptize him, or was he driven by God’s plan? John the Baptist answered that
question himself in John 3:22-35.
The disciples were going about their daily occupation when Christ came up to them and
asked them to follow Him. These men did not know truly who Christ was, or what they were
following Him for, or where they were even going. Another successful argument could be posed
that if they had known that they would suffer and die agonizing deaths by following Christ, they
would probably have made other choices. While some might consider these examples trite, in
each of the examples from the Old and New Testaments, it is clear that God chose these men,
groomed them for the tasks He desired them to do, and He gave them the ability to perform those
tasks. Even with all of Christ’s teachings, the disciples did not understand their role until the
Holy Spirit descended upon them. It was not until then, that they truly became leaders of Christ’s
Church.
An additional point to the argument concerning God’s calling versus man’s desire to lead
is that leaders were present during these times. Moses’s father-in-law was a priest, yet God did
not ask him to go to Pharaoh. David was a shepherd and very young at the time, yet God chose
him instead of Saul to not only slay Goliath but to lead an entire nation. David remained faithful
to this calling even after attempted executions by Saul, and God still used him even after his fall
with Bathsheba. When Christ began His ministry, there were numerous Jewish religious leaders
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He could have called to serve, but that was not the plan. He called predominantly uneducated
simple men who had no specific skills, talents, or abilities which qualified them to be the leaders
they became. God has a specific reason for whom He calls and when He calls them.
With those examples in mind, then why are Christian servant-leadership teachings so
similar to social-science servant-leadership teachings; and second, what has happened to the
leadership of Christ’s Church causing it to resemble more the world than the teachings of
Scripture? What is the correct direction for the servant-leader according to Scripture? Are there
Christian writers and leaders who are teaching the Scriptural direction for servant-leadership?
What can be done to correct/admonish the local bodies of believers and their leaders
which are headed in the wrong direction, in hopes that they will change direction? Can there be a
positive side-effect of getting Christian leaders back to Scriptural teachings? Agosto (2005)
states that many modern-day pastors and church leaders ask how they can develop qualities of
good leaders in themselves and others.
He goes on to say that many turn to the Bible, but find Scripture somewhat lacking in
directly answering their needs, or so they believe. This perhaps is one of the main reasons that
Christian leaders turn to secular teachings. While there are Christian writers who give Scriptural
teachings for leadership, the texts are most often a mix of social-science and biblical concepts.
There also seems to be the mindset that if Scripture is somewhat silent on a subject than it must
be permissible to turn to the wisdom of the world.
Agosto (2005) would disagree. In completing a study, he clearly shows that Scripture
gives detailed examples of how God wants His leaders to conduct themselves and the traits they
are to possess by using Jesus and Paul as primary examples. Cotton (2006) in reviewing
Agosto’s study states that Agosto gives a thorough exegetical treatment to Scripture giving
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recurring themes of leadership that are displayed by Jesus and Paul. He also lauds Agosto on
identifying five key elements of New Testament leadership, which are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Free acceptance of sacrifice and the challenges of leadership;
Concern with social justice and marginal members of society;
A willingness to confront elites and domination systems;
Inclusive, egalitarian relationship with followers; and
Personal humility (Cotton, 2006, p.261).

An additional theme or element found throughout Scripture is the love God has shown to
His creation, and the love exampled by Christ and expressed in His teachings that Christians
must show love to one another. According to Pettit (2008), leadership is only effective when the
overarching motivation of the leader is in the care and feeding of those being led. Which sounds
like the same phraseology used in Scripture to describe a shepherd. Pettit (2008) in quoting
Kanungo and Mendonca states, “. . . organizational leaders are truly effective only when they are
motivated by a concern for others, when their actions are guided primarily by the criteria of ‘the
benefit to others even if it results in some cost to self’” (p. 156).
The key to this statement is that Pettit is writing about leadership as it concerns spiritual
formation. It is key, because spiritual formation may, and most probably does, have a
foundational aspect as to why the Church is being misguided on servant leadership. Pettit uses
words like organizational, concern, and phrases like actions are guided, or that it may result in
some cost to self. While this writer/researcher takes issue with the Church being referred to as an
organization, the other terms used by Pettit sound Scriptural, but are they?
From what has been stated thus far, the body of Christ more resembles an organism than
an organization. After all, Scripture describes believers as being a part of a single body—not an
organized hierarchical structure of leaders and followers where the latter reports to the former. A
more complete picture might be given as describing those who are called by God as more
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spiritually mature to teach and lead those who are less spiritually mature. Is this the image an
unbeliever or new believer sees? Is the Church made of brick and mortar containing special
people who speak for God while others are relegated to just listen?
The New Testament speaks to the body of Christ as having various members all working
together for the good of the whole. The mission is eternal, not economical. The growth begins
within and then moves without. An organization is more interested in the bottom line than the
internal growth of its members. An additional follow-up question is: Does spiritual formation, or
the lack thereof, contribute or hinder the teachings of how to be a servant-leader?
As part of spiritual formation, Scripture and its fundamental teachings are paramount in
developing a servant-leader within the Church body. Christ set many examples in His short
three-year earthly ministry. One example found in John chapter thirteen was mentioned earlier. It
is in this act of Christ washing the disciple's feet, and then helping them to understand why He
did it, which lays the foundation for all Christian leaders.
Blackaby and Blackaby (2011) state that there are several keys to Christian servant
leadership which can be found in this passage alone. The first is that God’s love must flow
through the leader to people who are being served. “Leaders cannot truly serve people they do
not love” (Blackaby, & Blackaby, 2011, p. 199). Other keys pointed out by the Blackaby’s are
that leaders must know themselves; and finally understand who it is that they serve (Blackaby, &
Blackaby, 2011).
Scripture gives the example of God choosing a shepherd to watch over the flock, caring
for them, protecting them, and if necessary, laying down his life for the flock. On the opposite
side of that coin. is the fact that this shepherd is also a sheep who has a shepherd. That shepherd
is God the Father, who cares for them, watches over them, and protects them, and has already
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laid down His life for them through Jesus Christ. This gives a picture that is unlike any seen in
social-science leadership. A Christian leader, while being a leader, is also a servant, and also a
follower, accountable for others, and at the same time accountable for themselves to those they
lead and to God/Christ.
Christian Servant-Leadership
As shown in the literature review so far, Christ is the exemplar for the Christian leader as
the biblical servant-leader. His example is the true model for believers to follow when God calls
them to be shepherds of His flock/Church. Christ example of servanthood as it relates to
leadership can be found in Mark chapter 10 and Matthew chapter 20 where Jesus tells His
disciples how their leadership will be different than the worlds. Jones (2012) points to a vivid
theological significance within verse 43 of Mark’s chapter 10. He states that it is centered on the
words Jesus chose to say to His disciples, “. . . not so among you. . .” (NASB). Jones states that,
“These key words are the hallmark which distinguishes leadership in Christ’s church from
leadership out of the church,” (p. 129).
Cochrell (2015) builds on Jones statement and relates the term servant in depicting
leadership to the term slave. He states that this change and/or shift, “. . . fundamentally alters
one’s understanding of servant leadership,” (p. 12). It is noted among theologians that although
the Greek words for servant, diakanos, and slave, doulos, are different, Jesus seemed to use both
terms interchangeably when describing how His disciples were to behave toward one another
and in achieving the Great Commission (Cochrell, 2015; Jones, 2012).
Russell (2003) and Hendriksen (1973) disagree on the synonymity of slave and servant in
any context. However, upon close examination to their reasoning as to why they distance
themselves from any parallel use of the two terms, it seems that they are reacting to a modern-
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day sense of the word slave versus how the term is used by Jesus within Scripture. They seem to
miss the key point that in the Old Testament there were two types of slaves. The first was a slave
that was similar to a bond slave which was indentured typically for life and could be punished or
sold, and the second was someone, a fellow Israelite/Hebrew who chose, due to circumstances,
to become a slave to another for a specified time.
The Old Testament speaks to this type of slave when the 7-year rule is mentioned in
Deuteronomy 15:1, “At the end of every seven years you shall grant a remission of debts,”
(NASB). The Hebrew slave would then be set free and would also be debt-free. This also
occurred every 49 years which was called the Year of Jubilee. There is a parallel which can be
drawn from this verse to what Jesus did in the New Testament. Scripture also speaks of the
sinner saved by grace. Christ’s sacrifice sets them free and clears them from all sin debt.
The New Testament speaks to all believers being bought with a price (Christ’s death),
and that we become slaves of Christ as He is our Lord and Savior—our King. However, we are
also set free from the penalty (debt) of sin and our debt has been paid with the promise of a new
life (Christ’s resurrection). Like the Hebrews we freely accept this servant status, and as adopted
children into God’s family we remain in this position for eternity. The gift, freely given and
never earned.
While the discussion concerning these two terms of slave and servant, and their
relatedness will continue until the Second Coming, it is important to note that on one central
issue there is a modicum of agreement. In speaking to the difference between Christian
leadership and worldly leadership, Russell (2003) in continuing to use the servant term refers to
the verses in Mark chapter 10, and states that, “. . . greatness in the kingdom of God does not
come through power or authority but rather through service,” (p. 4). Cochrell (2015) uses the
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slave term and states, “The slave leader becomes God’s own possession through redemption and
therefore the leader belongs to God and is placed under the Lord’s absolute authority,” (p. 318).
This is neatly brought together by Jones (2012) when he draws three conclusions,
First, Christian leaders are not to exercise authority over others in the same manner as
non-Christian leaders. Second, the type of service rendered in a biblical perspective of
servant leadership is contradistinct [sic] in that Christian leaders lead others in adherence
to Christ’s mandate to demonstrate true humility as a trusted slave towards a benevolent
master. Third, Christian leaders follow Christ’s example of service through the total
surrender of one’s life (p. 128).
Theoretical Framework for the Study
According to Van Dierendonck (2011), the subject of leadership attracts great interest
from those who are of the social sciences. There is also no lack of interest from Christians on the
subject of leadership. However, it was not servant-leadership which drove the interest, but other
forms of leadership. So, with that said it is important to define and understand the theory of
leadership which draws so much interest beginning with the social science view of leadership.
Northouse (2019) in quoting Stogdill (1974, p. 7) states,
. . . in a review of leadership research, there are almost as many different definitions of
leadership as there are people who have tried to define it. It is much like the words
democracy, love, and peace. Although each of us intuitively knows what we mean by
such words, the words can have different meanings for different people, (p. 2).
Leadership theory in its modern form began in the nineteenth century (Bredfeldt, 2006).
However, the evolution of leadership’s definitions did not take place until the beginning of the
twentieth century.
In the early twentieth century, the definition was mainly wrapped around words like
control, centralization of power, and domination. The 1930s softened the word domination to
influence, and “Leadership was also identified as the interaction of an individual’s specific
personality traits with those of a group. . . ,” (p. 2). In quoting Hemphill (1949), Northouse
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(2019) states that the definition shifted again in the 1940s with leadership being defined, “. . . as
the behavior of an individual while involved in directing group activities,” (pp. 2-3); and adding
a statement from Copeland (1942) he writes, “. . . leadership by persuasion was distinguished
from ‘drivership’ [sic] or leadership by coercion,” (p. 3).
The 1950s brought themes of leadership. Those themes were: “. . . continuance of group
theory, which framed leadership as what leaders do in groups; leadership as a relationship that
develops shared goals; and effectiveness, in which leadership was defined by the ability to
influence overall group effectiveness,” (Northouse, 2019, p. 3). The 1960s saw a congruence
toward a singular definition of leadership through the behavior of the leader in influencing others
(Northouse, 2019). Northouse supports his statement of a leader influencing others when he
quotes Seeman (1960) who in describing leadership stated that leadership included, “. . . acts by
persons which influence other people in a shared direction,” (p. 3).
In the 1970s organizational behavior replaced the focus on group by defining leadership
as, “Initiating and maintaining groups or organizations to accomplish group or organizational
goals,” (Rost, 1991, p. 59). Burns (1978) is also credited for providing his definition in the 1970s
which Northouse (2019) claims to have been a pivotal concept. Burns states,
Leadership is the reciprocal process of mobilizing by persons with certain motives and
values, various economic, political, and other resources, in a context of competition and
conflict, in order to realize goals independently or mutually held by both leaders and
followers,” (p. 445).
The 1980s however, reverted to earlier times in which no one definition seemed to hold the
majority opinion. Northouse (2019) states that the number of definitions could be called, “a
prolific stew,” (p. 3).
The themes of the 1980s were: “Do as the leader wishes. ‘. . . leadership is getting
followers to do what the leader wants done,’; Influence – there was an effort to differentiate
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leadership from management which led most definers to insist on leadership being defined as,
‘noncoercive influence,’” (p. 3); Traits – Mostly due to the influence of Peters and Waterman’s
(1982) work, In Search of Excellence, leader traits were highlighted once again and are still the
most popular leadership orientation of present-day social science (Northouse, 2019); and
Transformation – which brought Burns (1978) once again into the limelight when he emphasized
a leader’s transformational process. He states that leaders are transformative, ‘. . . when one or
more persons engage with others in such a way that leaders and followers raise one another to
higher levels of motivation and morality,’ (p. 83),” (Northouse, 2019, pp. 3-4).
The 1990s and beyond witnessed two aspects of leadership which continue to be highly
discussed. The first is the debate concerning whether there are any differences between
leadership and management, and second is that the definition of leadership continues to be
nebulous (Northouse, 2019). What has happened recently are the various approaches to
leadership. As stated by Northouse (2019) these are: authentic leadership; spiritual leadership;
servant leadership; adaptive leadership; followership; and discursive leadership.
The last on the list, discursive leadership, tends to be the least well known. Northouse
(2019) in discussing discursive leadership states it to be that, “. . . which posits that leadership is
created not so much through leader traits, skills, and behaviors, but through communication
practices that are negotiated between leader and follower,” (p. 4). Northouse (2019) in
conducting his literature review for defining leadership concludes that there is no definition that
everyone can agree on for leadership. In that determination, Northouse (2019) lands on his
definition of leadership. He states, “Leadership is a process whereby an individual influences a
group of individuals to achieve a common goal,” (p. 5).
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That definition, given by Northouse, brings defining leadership full circle to the 1970s.
According to Northouse (2019) leadership involves a process, influence, groups, and common
goals. Bredfeldt (2006) would expand on that definition and point to four core groups as the
foundation of leadership. They are traits, behavior, situation, and power. Then there are some
which espouse the great-man theory of leadership? This theory is subscribed by those who
believe that great leaders are born not made, which came to rise during the reign of idealism.
This theory also adds that great leaders have specific traits that made them great, but these traits
are not easily identifiable or obtainable (Bredfeldt, 2006).
Stogdill (1948) took that theory and twisted it by stating that leaders did not possess all
traits in every situation, but in every situation, leaders possessed exclusive traits. According to
Northouse (2019), the current trait theory identifies five traits that are seen in great leaders.
Those traits are: intelligence; self-confidence; determination; integrity; and sociability. However,
there is currently no consensus that having any or all of these traits will make someone a great
leader. Leadership theory has vacillated back and forth since the 1930s, from who a leader is, to
what a leader does, which can then be attributed to the rise of behaviorism.
Leader behaviors, qualities, and actions do have a direct impact on leadership theory, but
they do not encompass the entire spectrum. Social science researchers have discovered, and
continue to discover, leadership approaches vary according to situational differences (Fiedler,
1964; Hersey, & Blanchard, 1993). Hersey (1985) states that a situation or specific task will
define the type of leadership style needed, and that no one style of leadership is universal.
Due to the vastness of publications on the subject of leadership, most especially
stemming from the social sciences, the discussion must be limited to identifying the theories,
styles, and behaviors which directly apply to this research. In so doing, the last area of leadership
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theory to be discussed, on the social science side of leadership, has to do with the power and
influence that is said to be a part of leadership.
Do leaders have power and influence, and if so, how do they use that power and
influence? French, Raven, and Cartwright (1959) identify five forms of power for leaders. They
are reward, coercive, legitimate, referent, and expert. The authors define power as, “. . . the
relationship between O [the leader] and P [the follower], which is the source of that power,” (p.
151, brackets included by this writer). Reward is defined as the power and/or ability to reward.
The strength of that reward increases, or decreases, based on the perception the follower has on
the ability/power of the leader to provide that reward (French, et al., 1959).
Coercive power is very much like reward power due to involving the leader's ability to
manipulate the perception on the part of the follower that a punishment will ensue any failure to
conform. The definition of legitimate power, as given by the authors, is more convoluted. They
state legitimate power stems from the internalized value the follower perceives that the leader
has in having the right to influence them, and that they, as the follower, have the obligation to
accept that influence.
Referent power is based on the follower's strong desire to be like the leader and
liked/accepted by the leader. It is added that if the leadership is a group and the follower belongs
to that group, then the follower will have a sense of membership and belonging to that desired
group. Where the referent power comes into play is the influence this allows the leader or group
to have over the follower for which the follower may or may not be aware is being exerted upon
them (French, et al., 1959).
Lastly is expert power. The strength of this power is directly correlated to the extent the
follower believes the leader is knowledgeable within an area of expertise. The example given by
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the authors is an attorney who advises a client in an area typically not known by the client,
wherein the client defers to the expertise of the attorney (French, et al., 1959). Thus, influence/
power is exerted by the attorney over the client with the client willingly accepting their role. The
concepts, theories, behaviors, styles, definitions, and types for leadership on the social science
side of the discussion will continue ad infinitum or at least until Christ’s reign, but not in the
confines of this research.
It is important that the discussion now turns to the spiritual side of leadership which
includes one style of leadership, and that is servant-leadership. Much of the theological portion
of the discussion has already been accomplished, but the picture would not be complete if it did
not also include the theoretical part. That is the area that will be discussed in the next several
paragraphs.
Servant Leadership
Before delving immediately into the term and literature on servant-leadership
specifically, perhaps it is best to include and define the synonymous term mentioned previously
in this chapter which is spiritual leadership. While this term is discussed more in-depth within
the subsection of related literature, it seems prudent to also briefly mention its definition here as
well. Fry, Hannah, Noel, and Walumbwa (2011) state that spiritual leadership dips into a leader’s
and a follower’s needs. It increases their well-being by tapping into their sense of calling, their
vision, and their sense of membership. The authors state that spiritual leadership is accomplished
through elements that are synergized. Those elements are hope, faith, altruistic love, and vision.
Important to note is that the vast amount of spiritual leadership and servant leadership
literature reviewed, in this section, is from a non-Christian and non-biblical perspective. There
will be some literature that stems from Christian writers and a biblical perspective, but not the
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majority. Also, important to note is that within this section, so far, all the terms, definitions, and
discussions concerning leadership never once mentioned servant-leadership. From a review of
the literature, this seems to have occurred based on the desires of those in social-sciences to
explore the philosophical and psychological side of leadership while distancing themselves from
the biblical, religious, or spiritual side.
While that point is not specifically made by any writer cited so far, it can easily be
surmised based on the content of this section. As the term servant-leadership sounds far too close
to religion and the Bible, most writers and instructors in the social-science realm, up until the
1970s, steered clear of the term. This all changed when Robert Greenleaf coined the phrase in the
1970s and began to not only write about the benefits of servant-leadership, but to also put the
style into practical use in his leadership position at AT&T.
Shortly after Greenleaf’s writing began to be noticed, others took up the banner of the
possible benefits of servant-leadership—strictly from a social-science perspective, and they
sometimes called it by another name. Bondoc (2016) discusses a study completed in 2011 by
Jamaludin and others which found that transactional, transformational, and spiritual leadership
styles do not overlap and are distinct and separate. The study noted that the differences were
significant in that transactional leadership concerns itself with economic stability where
transformational leadership concerns itself with self-actualization. Spiritual leadership on the
other hand goes beyond those parameters and does not include the same elements. Spiritual
leaders motivate their followers by going beyond themselves and by helping followers seek and
live purposeful lives (Bondoc, 2016).
Spiritual leadership sounds like, and seems to also have a similar definition, as servantleadership. What can be surprising in a literature review is how much literature exists on the
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subject of spiritual leadership and servant-leadership. Even more surprising is the vast amount
that is not written from a Christian or biblical perspective on the subject.
A great deal of this literature has grown from Greenleaf’s early writings mentioned in
Chapter One, and in this chapter. According to Parris and Peachey (2013) and Van Dierendonck
(2011), several attempts have been made to conduct empirical studies which have the effect of
establishing a quantifiable theory and to define established tenets for servant leadership. This
seems to be a response to earlier statements by such writers as Bowman (1997), Northouse
(2015), and Sendjaya and Sarros (2002), who separately, but uniformly, state that servant
leadership research has been predominately anecdotal.
Additionally, several researchers and writers such as Brown and Bryant (2015), Block,
(1993), Covey (1992), DePree (1989), and Senge (1990) have made statements that a great deal
of the popular books on the subject are empirically weak and are no more than an attempt to
promote a leader-follower style of leadership which allows them a seat on the leadership
movement train per se. Presently, being and doing are two of the major tenets of servant
leadership theory being researched and developed to create valid measuring and assessing
instruments (Parris, & Peachey, 2013).
Van Dierendonck and Patterson (2010) speak to that topic when they review the various
research and developments in the servant-leadership theory. The authors state that the servant
leadership movement is young when viewed in the larger picture of leadership in the twentieth
century and beyond, and its diversity is a bonus for research. Some think of servant leadership as
a philosophy with foundational set values and key practices. Others think of it as a leadership
style to be emulated. Others desire to develop a theory of servant leadership that will become
seminal for future generations. Others are homing in on the characteristics and personality of the
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servant-leader; while others are working toward identifying how servant leadership is
implemented within an organization (Direndonck, & Patterson, 2010).
In a study that concluded in 2013, Guntur looked at the influence of personality factors
on servant leadership. He states that previous research has developed theoretical perspectives,
based on data gathered that an individual’s personality plays an important part in developing
one’s leadership style. This research by Guntur had as its goal to review and add to the current
research in exploring the relationship between servant leadership and five personality factors: 1.
Extroversion; 2. Agreeableness; 3. Openness to Experience; 4. Conscientiousness; and 5.
Neuroticism. A Personality Inventory was used to evaluate and gather data on the relationship
between the servant leader’s behavior and personality. The research revealed a strong positive
relationship between servant leadership, neuroticism, and openness to experiences (Guntur,
2013).
This attention and research on the subject seems to have come from a call that occurred
over 20 years ago, at this point, which desired empirical studies on the subject of servant
leadership to define and develop a solid theory (Farling, Stone, & Winston, 1999). Thus far, the
research seems to have followed three directions. Those are conceptual, measurement, and model
development (Van Dierendonck, 2011; Spears, 1998; Laub, 1999; Patterson, 2003; Barbuto, &
Wheeler, 2006; Dennis, & Bocarnea, 2005; Ehrhart, 2004; Liden, Wayne, Zhou, & Henderson,
2008; Sendjaya, Sarros, & Santora, 2008; Van Dierendonck, & Nuijten, 2011; Wong, & Page,
2003; Russell, & Stone, 2002). However, the primary influence is still Greenleaf.
Spears (1998) concludes that Greenleaf’s writings included ten attributes of servant
leadership, which are listening, empathy, healing, awareness, persuasion, conceptualization,
foresight, stewardship, commitment to the growth of people, and building community. Spears
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also stated that these ten attributes are by no means exhaustive. Russell and Stone (2002) have
since agreed with Spears statement when they conclude that researchers have added many more
attributes or characteristics to Spear’s list.
Parris and Peachey (2013) conducted a literature review on servant leadership which
consisted of 255 empirical studies. From those studies, they determined that over 95% of those
studies referenced both Greenleaf and Spears. Laub (2004) states that one of the biggest
problems so far with servant leadership is a lack of a clear theory and its constructs. After
making that statement, Laub developed his theory and constructs of servant leadership. He
defined servant leadership as, “. . . an understanding and practice of leadership that placed the
good of those led over the self-interest of the leader,” (p. 3). His construct of servant leadership
is:
Servant leadership promotes the valuing and development of people, the building of
community, the practice of authenticity, the providing of leadership for the good of those
led and the sharing of power and status for the common good of each individual, the total
organization and those served by the organization (p. 81).
With that construct Laub (2004) described six key elements that concern the actions of
servant leadership. They are valuing people, developing people, building community, displaying
authenticity, and providing leadership and sharing leadership. Researchers, who comprise both
social science and Christian researchers, conclude that the theory of servant leadership contains
both internal and external qualities (Greenleaf, 1977; Laub, 2004; Russel, & Stone, 2002; Spears,
1998).
According to Parris and Peachey (2013), Laub’s definition of servant leadership and his
organizational leadership survey are highly cited and used, even while there still seems to be no
agreement among researchers and scholars as to one definition or set of constructs. Perhaps a
problem in resolving the issues is due to servant leadership’s similarity to transformation
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leadership (Bass, 1985). In 2000 Bass concluded that the same issues exist in those similarities
which he identifies as the vision, influence, credibility, trust, and service. He also states that the
only major difference between the two leadership theories concerns the motives of the leaders
and followers (Bass, 2000).
This is reinforced through work completed by Russel and Stone (2002) in the
development of their model-building literature review. They concluded that nine functional
attributes exist for servant leadership. These are vision, honesty, integrity, trust, service,
modeling, pioneering, appreciation of others, and empowerment. These authors also stated that
eleven additional attributes accompany those nine. These were communication, credibility,
competence, stewardship, visibility, influence, persuasion, listening, encouragement, teaching,
and delegation (Russel, & Stone, 2002).
In 2000 Page and Wong developed a measuring instrument for servant leadership which
used service as the central model (Page, & Wong, 2000). In 2003 they developed an opponentprocess model for servant leadership which was based on empirical research and revised their
2000 service-model instrument. Also in 2003, Wong and Page identified seven factors to include
in their revised instrument. They were: 1. Empowering and developing others; 2. Power and
pride; 3. Serving others; 4. Open participatory leadership; 5. Inspiring leadership; 6. Visionary
leadership; and 7. Courageous leadership (Wong, & Page, 2003).
In 2006 Barbuto and Wheeler identified eleven characteristics of servant leadership.
These were calling, listening, empathy, healing, awareness, persuasion, conceptualization,
foresight, stewardship, growth, and community building. These authors also further refined an
operational construct of servant leadership indicating five additional factors. Those were
altruistic calling, emotional healing, wisdom, persuasive mapping, and organizational
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stewardship. By 2007, Wong and Devey had concluded that, “. . . it is not possible to be a
servant leader, when one is motivated by power and pride,” in revising Wong and Page’s earlier
work in 2003 (p. 5).
In 2011 Van Dierendonck completed a comprehensive literature review to examine and
refine servant leadership’s theoretical constructs. As a result, he identified eight factors of
servant leadership. Those were empowerment, accountability, standing back and giving priority
to others, humility, authenticity, courage, forgiveness, and stewardship. However, even after the
works of the researchers and reviewers already mentioned, Parris and Peachey in 2013, in
reviewing 39 empirical studies on servant leadership, determined four issues that still existed.
Those issues were: 1. No consensus on the definition of servant leadership; 2. Servant
leadership’s theory is still investigated across a myriad of cultures, contexts, and themes; 3.
Researchers are still using varying measures to explore the theory of servant leadership; and 4.
Servant leadership is a viable leadership theory that benefits organizations and followers (Parris,
& Peachey, 2013). However, these researchers point out that more research is badly needed.
They state that, “Notably absent from the (literature) are empirical studies that explore servant
leadership theory in a given organizational setting,” (p. 380).
It seems clear at this point that what social science is attempting to do by distancing the
theory and themselves from any biblical or Christian perspective of servant leadership has been,
and continues to be, wrought with problems and issues. This can be seen in many areas of history
that involve mankind taking what God has created, established, and taught, and then creating or
changing it into their image of how they believe it should exist. The Big-Bang Theory and the
Theory of Evolution are just two examples among a myriad of other examples.
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The next section will concern itself with related literature on the subject of leadership,
spiritual leadership, and servant leadership. It will also contain the rationale behind the study, the
need for the study, and the identified gap in the literature as it concerns a Christian worldview
and biblically aligned servant leadership for Christ’s Church. As this chapter continues it will be
important for the reader to understand, if that has not occurred already, that while social science
may believe that leadership theory began in the 19th century and servant leadership developed in
the 20th century, Scripture, which has existed for over 2000 years, contains the concepts,
practices, and tenets for servant leadership to be used in Christian leadership.
Related Literature
In the following sections, several areas are related to the primary research subject of
servant leadership. However, to limit the vast number of documents mentioned, literature will
only be included if they add to or enhance the current research. While even this limitation and
these included documents are not exhaustive, it is hoped by this researcher to have been
exhaustive enough.
Autocratic or Authoritarian Leadership Style
As stated in Chapter One, the definition of autocratic/authoritarian leadership is that
complete authority is in one person without question. This style of leadership also goes by the
terms of totalitarianism or dictatorship. An autocratic or authoritarian can form an atmosphere of
discipline, but also stifle creativity and create dissension. Employees are viewed as replaceable
resources, orders are given in a hierarchical/top-down manner, and employee satisfaction is a
low priority (Eagly, & Schmidt, 2001; Russell, & Stone, 2002).
This type of leader makes decisions alone without the input of other people. This leader
does not accept or solicit any influence or participation from followers in making those
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decisions, but followers are expected to follow those decisions without question or hesitation
(Yukl, & Uppal, 2018). There is a lack of trust by the leader toward followers, and because there
is no follower involvement in the decision-making, creative methods for solving issues that occur
are stifled, or at least limited, to only being proposed by the leader (Al Rahbi, Khalid, & Khan,
2017).
Bureaucratic Leadership Style
The definition for this style of leadership is typically a by-the-book type of leader who
follows the rules vigorously and ensures that employees do the same. This style of leadership can
be found in high-risk professions or those involving large amounts of currency (Eagly, &
Schmidt, 2001; Russell, & Stone, 2002). The bureaucratic style of leadership is said to be the
most obvious formal style of leadership and is typically held by an individual who has been
given the right to lead due to the delegated authority that is inherent with the position (Morgan,
2006).
Democratic Leadership Style
By definition, these leaders typically give employees a voice in company policy and
decision-making. This style is also known as a participative-style of leadership. While it can be
found within a hierarchical organization, decision-making tends to be bi-lateral with an opendoor policy allowing for free discussion between superiors and subordinates (Eagly, & Schmidt,
2001; Russell, & Stone, 2002). Participative leadership allows for the building of relationships
with subordinates (Yukl, & Uppal, 2018). The main function of a democratic leader is to
empower followers, distribute responsibilities, and allow for group decision-making.
Subordinates are held accountable for their actions and decisions, but are allowed freedom and
autonomy within the group (Al Rahbi, et al., 2017).

86
Laissez-faire Leadership Style
As defined in Chapter One, tasks and goals are communicated to employees, but
employees are free to accomplish those tasks/goals however they see fit. A very liberal
leadership style as it concerns lines of authority. Delegation of authority is chaotic, and
communication tends to be through the grapevine. Leaders using this style find it convenient in
evading responsibility—especially when things go wrong or become chaotic (Eagly, & Schmidt,
2001, pp. 786-787).
Yukl and Uppal (2018) state that this style of leadership is defined as, “passive
indifference about the tasks and subordinates (e.g., ignoring problems, ignoring subordinate
needs),” (p. 341). It is described by writers as the absence of effective leadership (Yukl, &
Uppal, 2018; Al Rahbi, et al., 2017). All decision-making and problem-solving responsibilities
are delegated to subordinates. This type of leader most often has little or no authority (Al Rahbi,
et al., 2017).
Shepherd Leadership
The related literature on the subject of shepherd leadership (recall servant-leader being
synonymous) includes Resane (2014), who explores the premise of the model of servant
leadership as functioning under the shepherd model. The article identifies the biblical usage with
specific emphasis on the role of the servant and the role of the shepherd. The traits and functions
of the leader fulfilling the role are examined. While not a research study, the article seeks to give
justification using available literature and other resources to provide clear evidence of the
biblical view of leadership.
This article gives a sharp and needed contrast to the current trends both within the
Church, and in the social-science arena, of the vast difference between biblical servant-
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leadership and the current social-science servant-leader model. These are described in Scripture
within both the Old and New Testaments. However, in reviewing the related literature on the
shepherd style of leadership, it was discovered that as much, if not more, of the current literature,
was written for social science as it has been for the Church.
What makes that discovery important in conducting research is it will be important to
utilize valid measuring instruments that can measure which style of shepherd/servant leadership,
biblical or social science, a Church leader is using. An important distinction between the socialscience servant-leader and the biblical servant-leader is that it seems that Church leaders who are
using the biblical style think of themselves and others differently than those in the corporate
world using the social-science model. Donelson (2004) states that, “. . . no matter how wellmeaning the use of these institutional models may be, the Church is unique and functions best
under the biblical leadership model demonstrated by the Good Shepherd,” (p. 15).
This difference seems to stem from the motivation of the leader. A shepherd leader who
is motivated by processes, success, and monetary gain will exhibit different leadership traits than
would a Church leader who is exhibiting humble servant/shepherd traits based on the biblicalmodel. While not using the term shepherd, but using the word slave, Snodgrass (1993) hits upon
the motivation for those traits.
He states that believers voluntarily surrender themselves as slaves to Christ based on, “. .
. his model, his love, his death and resurrection, his being Lord, his call, and his kingdom,” (p.
14). This emphasizes that the ministry leader’s style of leadership must use Jesus’s pattern as the
servant leader and the good shepherd as read in John 10:11-18. Similarly related literature
contained in a research study by Manala (2010), discusses and compares the role of a church
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leader as it relates to Scripture and as it relates to what is currently found in most churches
presently.
He formulates the notion that a church leader should take on the trinitarian role of leader,
manager, and servant who enables those being led, versus completing tasks through using people
for that purpose. While not an empirical research study, the article contains a discussion of
servant leadership as being the central purpose of Christian leadership. Washington (2016) in his
dissertation, relates how a grounded-theory qualitative study was used to examine spiritual
leadership in religious organizations.
The goal was to gain data that would assist in developing a theoretical model of an
effective leadership style for pastors. The instrument used to gather data was an open-ended
questionnaire, and as a result, the data revealed five themes that were related to pastor
effectiveness for leadership. The themes were communication, personal development, business
acumen, religious practices, and relationships. The suggestion for the model was an integration
of a spiritual leadership style and a transformation leadership style for use in religious
organizations.
Spiritual Leadership Style
An additional area of leadership that is closely related to servant leadership and
shepherding is spiritual leadership, both in the Church and remarkably in the workplace as well.
Based on the amount of literature available on the subject, this would seem to be a popular area
of research, and according to published accounts, is growing in interest. This is no more clearly
voiced than by Bekker (2010) when she states, “The current global turn to spirituality coincides
with the emergence of values-based approaches in leadership. . . . Greenleaf’s concept of servant
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leadership embodies this renewed focus on values, virtues, and followers evident in
contemporary theories and models of leading,” (p. 3).
Kourie (2006) proposes three reasons for the current trend in spirituality. He states that
first there is a shift from mono-cultural communities to multicultural, polycentric societies that
are marked with movement from divergence to convergence; second, there is a growing
dissatisfaction with the established forms of spirituality which is expressed by a deep spiritual
hunger and a strong desire for existential meaning; and third, there is a Gestalt shift in
postmodernism that is rejecting the extremes of individualism, secularism, materialism, and
nihilism.
Acknowledging this movement is Winston (2007) who states that, “This trend in
theological research of spirituality is thus no longer limited to religious contexts and has also
been observed in the fields of business, commerce, and leadership studies,” (p. 49). Lean and
Ganster (2017) conducted a mixed-method inductive study to delineate the construct of spiritual
leadership and to determine which behaviors were unique to that leadership style. Their results
listed 39 separate behaviors considered important to spiritual leadership and contained no
hypotheses.
Boorom (2009) in his study of the relationship between spiritual leadership theory and
transformational leadership states that, “Spirituality and its application to workplace culture is a
compelling issue for management practitioners and academicians as contemporary research has
suggested that the spiritual domain is an integral element of leadership,” (p. iii). Mitroff and
Denton (1999) stated a similar statement ten years prior when they wrote,
After years of study and practice, we have been forced to a painful conclusion: by
themselves, all of the conventional techniques in the world will not produce fundamental
and long-lasting changes. . . We believe that today’s organizations are impoverished
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spiritually and that many of their most important problems are due to their
impoverishment, (pp. xiii-xiv).
Giacalone and Jurkiewicz (2003) provided their attempt at a definition of workplace spirituality
when they wrote, “A framework of organizational values evidenced in the culture that promotes
employees’ experience of transcendence through the work process, facilitating their sense of
being connected in a way that provides feelings of compassion and joy,” (p. 13).
Fry, Vitucci, and Cedillo (2005) offer a caution concerning workplace spirituality and
spiritual leadership theory in general, but overall they conclude that the theory offers promise.
Fry and Whittington (2005) discussing Servant Leadership Theory (SLT) added that, “Research
on several fronts is necessary to establish the validity of SLT. . . . The conceptual distinction
between SLT constructs and other leadership theories and constructs needs to be refined,” (p.
197).
Boorom (2009) states that, “it is ironic that the current reawaking interest in spirituality
has come at a time when participation in mainline religions is declining,” (p. 17). According to
Boorom (2009), some social scientists are suggesting that the spirituality movement is simply a
manifestation of the, “narcissistic culture that dominates U.S. society. . . . As spirituality is often
focused on the self, it runs the risk of falling into a preoccupation with the self—the essence of
narcissism,” (p. 18). Ashmos and Duchon (2000) cite multiple reasons for the growing interest in
workplace spirituality. They claim the downsizing and restructuring, along with the
reengineering and massive layoffs have taken their toll on leaders and followers forcing them to
rethink the meaning of the future.
They also cite multiple aspects outside of the workplace that are factors when they speak
to the decline of organized religion, civic groups, and extended families causing a spiritual gap.
These points bring attention to the need for a different type of leader, even within the Church. In

91
describing the definition of a spiritual leader, Fry (2003) states that, “A spiritual leader is
someone who walks in front of one when one needs someone to follow, behind one when one
needs encouragement, and beside one when one needs a friend,” (p. 720).
Blanchard (1999) states his description of a spiritual leader, several years before Fry,
when he wrote, “. . . spiritual leadership is a kindler, more inclusive form of leadership:
“leadership is not something you do to people, it’s something you do with people,” (p. 140).
Reave (2005), while not defining or speaking directly to spiritual leadership, does offer insight
into the spiritual arena of leadership. He states, “Spiritual motivation and faith can be seen as a
distinguishing variable, the cause of much transformational leadership. As a causal factor, it is
often described in the literature as the origin of the transformational leaders’ motivation,” (p.
668).
Transformational Leadership Style
It is just such statements as made by Reave that the next related area of leadership can be
discussed, and that related area is transformation leadership. Bass (1999) states that,
“Transformational leadership occurs when leaders broaden and elevate the interests of their
employees,” (p. 20). He further states that this can only occur when the transformational leader
generates, “awareness and acceptance of the purpose and mission of the group,” for followers
that goes, “beyond their own self-interest for the good for the group,” (p. 20).
Burns (1978) in speaking about transformational leadership two decades earlier states
that a transformation leader not only recognizes an existing need or demand of a follower but
also exploits that need or demand. He further states that this type of leader looks for a follower’s
motives and seeks to meet them, resulting in, “a relationship of mutual stimulation and elevation
that converts followers into leaders and may convert leaders into moral agents,” (p. 4). Adams
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(2013) states that transformational leadership involves a, “strong personal identification between
the followers and the leader. This approach is defined as a leader who motivates followers to rise
above and beyond their personal self-interests in pursuit of group goals and who are likely to
encourage initiative,” (p. 24).
Yukl (1998) describes the type of relationship a transformation leader has with their
follower(s) when he states that a leader, “transforms and motivates followers by: (a) making
them more aware of the importance of task outcomes, (b) inducing them to transcend their selfinterest for the sake of the organization or team, and (c) activating their higher-order needs,” (p.
325). Bass (1999) described a transformational leader somewhat differently when he stated that
the actions in describing a transformational leader involve, “Moving the follower beyond
immediate self-interests,” (p. 11). He further states that this leader helps to elevate, “the
follower’s level of maturity and ideals as well as concerns for achievement, self-actualization,
and the well-being of others, the organization, and society,” (p. 11).
While emotions seem to be a part of the larger picture of a transformational leader, Bass
(1998) goes into further detail in describing the very nature of such a leader. He states that,
“Transformational leaders do more with colleagues and followers than set up simple exchanges
or agreements. They behave in ways to achieve superior results by employing one or more of the
four components of transformational leadership,” (p. 5).
The four components for which Bass referred to are: Charismatic Leadership or Idealized
Influence; Inspirational Motivation; Intellectual Stimulation; and Individualized Consideration
(Bass, 1998). However, in each of the related literature areas discussed so far, there seems to be
one piece that is missing from all of them, or at least is not mentioned in any of them, and that is
how they relate culturally. This is the final area of related literature that will be discussed.
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Cultural Impacts on Leadership Style
The question of how culture relates to leadership becomes clear when given in the
context of research on whether a culture facilitates various leadership styles. A factor that also
needs to be considered is whether a leadership style is linked to culture or biased by that culture
(Jogulu, 2010)? It should be no surprise that cultures vary and with that variance come differing
values, attitudes, and behaviors on the part of the leader and the follower.
Jogulu (2010) speaks to the differences that arise from individualistic versus collectivistic
cultures. He states that societies that have leadership which is structured more individualistically
tend to produce leaders that are more concerned with the bottom line. While societies which are
more collectivistic, tend to produce leaders which concern themselves more with the needs of the
group, community, or family. Based on evidence from his research of 2010, Jogulu states that the
results clearly show that even the perception of leadership differs according to one’s cultural
background. His research findings are supported by, and add to, the literature of previous
research which revealed evidence of the direct impact of culture on leadership styles (Jogulu,
2010).
According to Jogulu (2010), there appears to be a strong influence of culture-specific
leadership styles. He proposes that this is mainly seen in collectivistic cultures where people tend
to give greater attention to in-group harmony and the maintenance of relationships. Based on this
study and others, it seems clear that leadership styles are culturally-contingent and that
expectations from people of those cultures dictate the role of leaders making them culturally
specific. Researchers seem convinced that due to cultural influences which allow for people of
that culture to express their beliefs and assumptions about characteristics of leadership, those
cultural influences also help determine the style of effective leadership most suited to them.
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Although within the body of Christ, a biblical model of servant-leadership can, should,
and must translate smoothly across cultures, the research being conducted by this researcher is
studying ministry leaders who are developed within an individualistic culture. This adds to the
limitations of this research. It also begs the question of generalizability to those who otherwise
meet all the criteria, but live in a collectivistic culture? The one question which cannot be
answered within the context of this dissertation is the singularity of Christian culture and its
influence on the biblical servant-leader.
Important to note is that the social-science model fails to translate across many cultures
because of its inherent motivations related to individualistic corporate success. With the myriad
of various related literature reviewed thus far, it seems that a question should be forming in the
reader’s mind. How does all this relate to servant leadership, and how will it all be used in a
research study, and for what purpose? The answer to those questions follow in the development
of a rationale for the research study.
Rationale for the Study and Gap in the Literature
Rationale for the Study
Perhaps, after reading through the theological framework, the theoretical framework, and
the related literature, the difference between leadership in the corporate/business or socialscience arena and Christian leadership within Christ’s Church has become more distinct. More
specifically, it should be admittedly recognized, at this point, that there is a clear difference
between servant-leadership within the social-science model and the biblical model as it concerns
their distinct foundational concepts. However, from the discussion thus far and a review of the
literature, it is getting more difficult to determine or discern the differences based on the
terminology used within both models.
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Within the social-science circles that are utilizing, and morphing terminology related to
being a servant and a leader, terminology that was only heard and talked about within religious
circles until the 1970s is bantered about with such frequency and consistency that one might
think that they were attending an old-time revival. One can presently read or hear terms like
shepherd leader, servant leader, and spiritual leader used commonly in leadership research and
texts for the corporate/business social-science arena. Also heard with frequency, are terms such
as serving the needs of others, putting the needs of others first, and building relationships.
What is surprising from that same review of literature, are how many Christian
researchers, mentioned in Chapter One, are joining in and promoting the social-science model of
servant-leadership. As the lines (definitions, terminology, and understanding) continue to blur
between the social-science and biblical model of servant leadership, it is all the more imperative
that research be conducted before the lines are blurred all the more. It is by utilizing a large
enough participant sample group of ministry leaders within one of the largest protestant
denominations, Southern Baptist, that the goal of this researcher to discover the predominant
leadership style of those leaders and to also discover the predominant model can be realized.
While only theorized at this point, it is feared that much more of the social-science
teachings, theories, and processes of the leadership styles mentioned in this chapter are
incorporated into the leadership of the Church than currently realized. The purposes for choosing
the Southern Baptist denomination are several, but the main reasons are based on the fact that
even though Southern Baptist churches have a convention which joins all member bodies
together under a common creed of faith and beliefs, each church body is autonomous.
A church body can choose at any time to continue their alliance with the Southern Baptist
Convention or not, and the SBC can choose to disallow a church body’s membership for
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biblically published reasons. Examples would be gay marriage participated in or officiated by a
church leader, a gay person in a leadership position, or a female pastor. Another reason for
choosing the Southern Baptist denomination is that every minister is chosen by a body of
believers for that local body.
This is unlike most, if not all, of the other Protestant, Orthodox, and Roman Catholic
denominations where the minister is chosen by a diocese or governing body and sent to a local
church. The final reason for this participant group, is that being the Southern Baptist are the
largest Protestant denomination in the world, the size of the available participant pool will allow
for three important aspects of any empirical study. The first is the availability of randomness in
choosing participants, the second is that the size will allow for generalizability, and the third is
that the size will allow for a quantitative descriptive design.
The truth of Scripture as it concerns leadership style, and the current state of affairs
within the body of Christ in general, is not an issue typically discussed and most assuredly not
researched. However, there are examples given, that the writers of the New Testament spent
much time doing just that kind of preventive care. It can be successfully argued that Paul’s
primary purpose for writing his letters to the various churches were accomplishing that very task.
There is a plethora of observational evidence and reported evidence (e.g., mega-church
issues, seeker movement issues, church leader misconduct, sexual issues within church
leadership, church attendance decline, lack of discipleship within church bodies, and the list
continues) that speak to the need for a leadership check. In the case of ministry leadership, it is
through the gathering of empirical data, allowing for the discovery of the negative non-biblical
issues within the body of Christ that may be present, and specifically within the teachings that
current ministry leaders are possibly following, which has the potential, if necessary, to return
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the ministry leadership back to Scriptural truth, and teachings. However, even with the evidence
just mentioned and the literature/studies previously examined there is a distinct gap in specific
studies as it concerns ministry leadership.
Gap in the Literature
In every article or research study concerning the styles of leadership discussed in this
chapter, there has existed comments concerning the need for future research and the limitations
of the research that was reviewed. As the literature review progressed, a theme began to form.
The theme developed from articles and studies stemming from the social-science perspectives of
effective leadership styles, and dissertations conducted by doctoral students on the subject of the
various leadership styles which included servant leadership.
From that same literature review a gap in the research became clear. While there is a gap
which exists within the social-science world of leadership styles, that gap is not a desired path
for this research, and there will be no intentional attempt to add to that literature base or fill a
portion of that gap. It is the gap which exists within the research for discovering the predominant
leadership style of SBC ministry leaders, and which servant-leadership model is most closely
followed that is the chosen path. This research will seek to add to that literature and will fill a
gap as yet undiscovered in any other study. The gap has been created by Christian researchers
conducting studies concerning Church leadership which have focused on the effectiveness of
certain ministries (Deacon, youth, and others), or what traits a certain ministry leader has which
can be duplicated by other ministry leaders (Moore, 2012; Thomin, 2001).
The research by other doctoral students who specifically looked at servant leadership are
extremely small studies with very limited scope. For example, a study conducted by Danielson
(2017) only involved evangelical church leadership in Montana. While another study by
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Trascritti (2009) only sought to determine the relationship between being a servant leader and the
team effectiveness of the deacon ministry. The Montana research had a sample size of 321, but
only realized a response from 151 participants.
That number is above average as far as participation compared to the overall population,
but the results of the study are only applicable to Montana, and then only to evangelical church
ministers within Montana. The study does not generalize to anyone anywhere else. The study on
the deacon ministry was specific to Ohio with a population of 700 possible churches of which
only 450 had valid contact information. However, only 226 responded with a useable sample of
156 after disqualifying some respondents.
The topics, even those who use the terminology of a servant leader, spiritual leader,
transformational leader, shepherd leader, etcetera, have only conducted studies which are
isolated to a specific type of ministry or a specific state or area of church leadership as seen from
the examples in the last paragraph. The sample groups of studies have been extremely small, and
have been for the most part, of a non-empirical nature making their results non-generalizable.
Other studies, while still small and non-generalizable, are of a non-religious nature that
are studying servant-leadership in a more corporate or governmental aspect. Jordan (2015)
conducted a study on servant leadership as it related to United States Navy personnel and overall
job satisfaction. His study was focused only on 220 active and reserve Navy personnel in one
part of Minnesota. He mentions Greenleaf 17 times in his study, and always in a positive
manner. The study does contain one Scriptural reference, and while his reference list rivals most,
to include the one attached to this document, only approximately 12 references are duplicated
between that study and this researcher’s list.
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A similar study conducted by Bryan (2019) once again studied overall job satisfaction
with the focus group being veterans employed by the Veteran’s Administration. While Bryan
(2019) mentions in his study that the Veteran’s Administration employs over 278,000 veterans
throughout the administration, his study was isolated to the Atlanta, Georgia regional office
which employed 134 veterans. His study references Greenleaf 140 times, Spears 42 times, and
has one Scriptural reference. Another extensive reference list on the subject, and in comparison
to the reference list for this researcher, there were approximately 20 duplications.
Some studies do not involve any group research on the subject of servant leadership. For
example, a study conducted by Cochrell (2015) was strictly literature-based. He desired to study
the specifics of the biblical model of servant leadership as it related to slave imagery within the
books of Luke and Acts. While this study may be of benefit to this research in building and
identifying the biblical model, it has been difficult to ascertain what benefit the study might
apply to future research.
A similar study was conducted by Moore (2012), mentioned earlier, when he conducted a
strictly literary review of servant leadership. In this case, Moore (2012) compared and contrasted
his version of Greenleaf’s social-science model of servant leadership and biblical model using
Isaiah’s servant’s songs as his foundational premise. This current study will add to that literature
in further formulating the biblical model, and also provide some points useful for future research
by adding definitive aspects to the social-science model of servant leadership. However, Moore’s
study does not seem to provide much in the way of a foundation for future research.
Other studies, which are of a larger scale with a broader scope of hypotheses, are
typically studies that are looking to validate the social-science model of leadership. As stated
earlier, this researcher has no desire to add to that literature and chooses not to list these types of
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studies in this section. It was also discovered that many of the studies mentioned earlier also
mentioned Greenleaf several times in a positive light. There did not seem to even be a question
as to whether his teachings on servant leadership should be used in the ministry of Christ’s
Church. The gap which this research is attempting to fill will take the approach of discovery as a
first step.
The research, the instrument, and the methods used in the research are to determine the
predominant leadership style which currently exists within the ministry leadership of Southern
Baptist churches. Those findings will fill a gap that is currently untapped from this researcher’s
review of the literature. The gap being referenced is that no studies were discovered, to date,
which sought to identify the various leadership styles currently in operation within Southern
Baptist churches, and then to determine the model of the leadership style for those leaders who
are revealed by the results to be servant-leaders.
The second step will then be to take the findings of that research and report them
statistically to reject or not reject one or more of the four hypotheses. This will be followed by a
discussion of the findings and then to offer recommendations that will flow in the direction of the
results. It is the hope and prayer of this researcher that H02 is not rejected and that H01 is
rejected, but based on the review of literature, to include previous studies, it is questionable. The
results will speak for themselves without any help from the researcher.
Summary
In review, the literature has clearly shown, from a theological perspective, that most, if
not all, of the research, guidance, and teachings concerning servant leadership are weak
theologically. The literature revealed that Scripture holds the key to how Christian leaders within
Christ’s Church should conduct themselves and the model and style of leadership to emulate.
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The terms servant-leader, the concepts—not the term, and shepherd are synonymous, and that
both are located within the Old and New Testaments.
Also revealed in the literature are the major differences between the servant leader who
leads in a social-science setting and a servant leader who is a part of God’s ministry for the
Church. Accompanying those differences were points made as to the difference between a person
desiring a leadership position within a corporation/business and a person who is called by God
into a leadership position. Seemingly, nothing should be clearer than the difference between
leadership in the corporate/business or social-science arena and Christian leadership.
Of all the material researched and reviewed, there has never been a time when the
teachings of leadership outside of the Church has even hinted that a leader must love those who
follow and put their needs above their own at all times in every circumstance, even to the point
of sacrificing one’s life for another. However, Scripture is very clear on exactly those
requirements. Most especially in 1 Corinthians 13:1-3, in which Paul states that a Christian can
have been given all the wondrous gifts the Holy Spirit can bestow, but if there is not a strong
foundation of love undergirding those gifts and actions of the believer, then all of it amounts to
nothing.
Another difference that was discussed, was how Christian leaders were to think of
themselves and to treat those whom God allows to follow. The literature review then turned to
the theoretical aspect of the subject of servant leadership and leadership in general. It was clearly
shown that a clear and precise definition of leadership does not exist at present for the socialscience world. Surprisingly, it was also shown that many Christian researchers and writers state
the same issue of not having a clear definition of leadership. However, the chapter revealed that
Scripture holds the definition of biblical Christ-like servant-leadership with specific examples.

102
Also included in that portion of the review was a historical perspective on how leadership
and leadership styles and theories developed, beginning in the late nineteenth century, through
the twentieth century, on into the twenty-first century, and to the present day. Discussed were the
various influences for the theories and the individuals who helped to make those theories become
a reality. Included were statements by some of the more prominent researchers from the socialscience arena of leadership who stated that a great deal of the more popular books and studies on
leadership are empirically weak, exist mainly to sell books, leadership course materials, or
courses. The last section of the literature review involved related literature to the term servantleader.
During this portion of the review several areas that are, and have been closely tied and
co-researched, were discussed. Areas such as transformational leadership, spiritual leadership,
and shepherd leadership. As part of that review, it was also discussed how culture can impact and
affect all aspects of leadership style and theory. In the final section, the rationale for the study
was given, and the gap in the existing literature discussed.
Therefore, it is the purpose and intent of this research to identify the predominant
leadership style and foundation for that style which exists within the leadership of the Southern
Baptist denomination. In so doing, it is the goal of this research to diagnose the health of the
leadership of one of the largest protestant denominations in the world. It will be that diagnosis
which will lead to the possibility of further research, and also the possibility of re-directing the
leadership of Christ’s Church.
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Profile of the Current Study
Proposed Title
Servant-Leadership: Social-Science Model or Biblical Model—Which is Predominant
Within Southern Baptist Ministry Leadership?
Research Problem and Gap
Based on evidence from research, a social science model of servant-leadership seems to
be increasing in its usage among the leadership of the Church and its popularity is growing
(Coggins, & Bocarnea, 2015; Russell, & Stone 2002; Irving, 2011; Mahembe, & Engelbrecht,
2014; Flynn, Smither, & Walker, 2016; Danielsen, 2017; Cunningham, 2019). The social-science
model of servant-leadership being referred to stems from the teachings and writings of Robert
Greenleaf (Greenleaf, 1977, 1996, 1998) and the adherents of this model (Shirin, 2017, et al.).
In determining if this social-science model of servant leadership exists within a large
protestant denomination, this research will be studying the current predominant leadership style
of Southern Baptist ministry leadership. This research will then focus on the specific model of
servant leadership that is predominant among those leaders. It is hypothesized that the socialscience model, as espoused by Greenleaf, is significantly more prevalent than perhaps realized
by the leaders of Christ’s flock. The research questions are written to discover their predominant
leadership style, and then discover the model (social-science or biblical) which is most followed.
As discussed earlier in this chapter, there have been and continue to be many studies
conducted on the subject of servant leadership, both within and without the Church. Also clearly
shown in those earlier paragraphs is the lack of in-depth research on the leadership styles that
exist within ministry leadership. Even given the few which have looked at various leadership
styles, there have not been any discovered which delve into the subject of the source of those
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leadership styles. That is the gap in the literature and research which this research study is
determined, by the grace and Holy Spirit of God, to fill. At least as it involves one Protestant
denomination.
Research Purpose Statement
In filling that gap in the literature/research there must be a purpose as to how best to add
to that body of literature/research. Having identified the problem and the gap in the literature it
has been determined that a quantitative descriptive study is the best approach. This is especially
relevant when tackling such an important and pervasive issue as leadership styles within the
Southern Baptist denomination. Some might question the use of the word pervasive, but it is
most especially relevant within this denomination due to the importance placed on the
autonomous nature of each local body of believers within that denomination.
In using the quantitative descriptive approach, the researcher will conduct a study using a
survey instrument that will be designed to have two seamless sections. The survey will be sent to
a large population of ministry leaders within the SBC. Based on their responses to the
statements, a key to the instrument will be used to determine which of the five leadership styles
are predominant for each participant (Appendix A). The data from this instrument will be
analyzed and the predominant leadership style will be identified for the entire participant group
(RQ1).
The second section of the survey is designed to measure responses for a specific baseline
leadership model (social-science or biblical) which is followed by the identified servant-leaders.
While all participants will respond to statements for the second section of the survey, which will
be specific to servant-leadership, the respondents will not readily realize that is its purpose. The
data collected from the second section of the survey will be separated so that only those

105
participants who were identified as having the predominant leadership style of servant-leadership
will be used for the research which applies to the baseline models (RQ2).
The statements that are a part of the second section of the survey will have been modified
from other previously used instruments (Appendices C, E, and G), and additional statements
provided by this researcher. The resulting data from those responses, which are related to the
baseline models (social-science and biblical), will then be statistically analyzed to see which
model is the most predominant among those ministry leaders (RQ2). The statistical data will also
be used to not reject or reject the null hypotheses (H01 and H02).
The data gathered through the demographic questions will be used for several purposes.
The primary purpose of the questions for position and education will be used for statistical
analyses in answering RQ3 and RQ4 respectively, and in accepting or rejecting the null
hypotheses for H03 and H04. The questions concerning age, years/months in the position, and
number of individuals supervised will provide data that can be used for possible future research
(Appendix A).
Research Questions and Hypotheses
Research Questions.
The following research questions will guide this study:
RQ1. What leadership style (Autocratic/Authoritarian, Bureaucratic, Democratic,
Laissez-faire, and Servant-Leader), is the most predominant for ministry leaders within the
Southern Baptist denomination?
RQ2. For those ministry leaders that have a predominant leadership style of servantleadership, which baseline model (social-science or biblical) most closely aligns with their style
of servant-leadership?
RQ3. For those ministry leaders that have a predominant leadership style of servantleadership, what is the predominant leadership role (senior pastor, pastor, associate pastor, elder,
or other) that also predominantly follow the social-science model?
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RQ4. For those ministry leaders that have a predominant leadership style of servantleadership, what is the predominant level of education (high school, bachelors, masters,
doctorate, or other) that also predominantly follow the social-science model?
Hypotheses
The following hypotheses will be developed for this study:
H01. There will be no significant difference between the social-science baseline model
currently found among Southern Baptist ministry leaders based on their responses to the research
questions.
H02. There will be no significant difference between the biblical baseline model
currently found among Southern Baptist ministry leaders based on their responses to the research
questions.
H03. There will be no significant difference between the leadership positions found
among Southern Baptist ministry leaders who predominantly follow the social-science model of
servant-leadership based on their responses to the research questions.
H04. There will be no significant difference between the educational level found among
Southern Baptist ministry leaders who predominantly follow the social-science model of servantleadership based on their responses to the research questions.
Delimitations of the Research
As stated in Chapter One, this research cannot hope to cover all the various aspects of the
subject of servant leadership. The focus will be primarily on gathering data for answering the
research questions previously mentioned and in responding to the hypotheses. The scope of the
research is mainly limited to the current trend in servant-leadership as it concerns the teachings
of social-science and specifically the teachings of Robert Greenleaf.
This information will then be compared to the leadership styles of the current ministry
leadership of the focus group. The sub-area that will be a part of the research will be primarily
focused on the correlation between the teachings of social-science and the teachings found
within Scripture on servant-leadership? A comparison will be conducted between the servantleadership social-science model and the biblical model.
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As the research is limited to only ministry leaders within the SBC its generalizability will
be limited to other ministry leaders in the SBC. It is hoped, however, that the methods and
processes of this research will be duplicatable so that other researchers may modify and apply
this to ministry leaders in their denominations to answer similar questions/statements. As the
instruments used in the study are self-reporting, there is also a limitation that will be inherent due
to self-reporting bias on the part of the participant. Hopefully, a limited amount of researcher
bias exists in the development of the statements or those chosen from existing instruments.
Research Population
The population or target-group for the research will be ministry leaders across the
Southern Baptist denomination. The participant group for the research must be oversized to
receive a generalizable sample group for the final results of the research. This is further
explained in Chapter Three.
Research Sample(s) and Sampling Techniques
The population for the research will be ministry leaders within the Southern Baptist
Convention at the registered churches throughout the United States. According to the 2020 SBC
Annual on page 66, there are 47,530 registered churches located in 40 states and Puerto Rico.
Using two different online statistical sample size calculators for a 95% confidence level and a
5% margin of error, the ideal sample size result was between 370 and 333 depending on which
calculator one uses (https://www.qualtrics.com/experience-management/research/determinesample-size, https://www.calculator.net/sample-size-calculator.html) and the proportion of the
population used.
Creswell and Creswell (2018) state that 10-15% is a typical survey return rate which was
also stated in many other sources related to conducting survey research. However, while not
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stated directly, those return rates are typical for phone, mail, or personal interview surveys. This
research will only use an electronic survey instrument. According to Saleh and Bista (2017),
there are a growing number of factors which affect the response rate for electronic surveys.
Some of the factors listed are spam filters, types of questions being asked (open or
closed), length of survey, and if incentives/rewards are offered (Saleh, & Bista, 2017). The
current research on electronic survey response-rates place the percentage of return at between 5
and 10% depending on the study and the participants. In an effort to ensure randomness and
generalizability of the research results, a population size of 15,000 was chosen.
The primary purpose for this population size is to allow for the final usable sample size of
servant leaders (target group) of between 333 and 370 to be realized. At 10% of 15,000, the
typical response rate, according to the Creswells, would be 1,500 returned surveys. However, if
only 5% return is realized, as stated by Saleh and Bista, then 750 would be returned. Those
return rates do not account for invalid responses or other reasons for disqualification, along with
other limiting factors such as how many of the participants are frequently asked to complete
surveys. Anecdotal evidence suggests that SBC ministers are very frequently asked.
The percentage needed from the sample group of 15,000 would need to be at least a 5%
return resulting in 750 responses or very close to that number. This result will allow for invalid
responses. It was then determined through various sampling measures, using online random
sampling generator tools, that to ensure the study resulted in 370-333 valid servant-leader
participants, the sample group should remain at 15,000 participants. However, another measure
can help in ensuring the desired result.
That measure involve sending out surveys to groups of 5,000 participants until the
response rate of valid surveys is reached. This allows for data to be analyzed in smaller
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quantities until the final analysis is completed when all results are quantified and statistically
analyzed. By dividing the large sample group into smaller segments also allow for emails to be
sent out sooner than would be experienced by attempting to create the entire database of 15,000
prior to sending out the first email invitation.
Proposed Methodological Design
The type of design that has been chosen for this research is a quantitative descriptive
design. This type of design allows the researcher to have the ability to test and verify theories
and/or explanations; observe and measure information numerically; and employ statistical
procedures (Creswell, & Creswell, 2018). This type of quantitative study allows for a more
thorough research study and allows the results to be generalized.
Quantitative Descriptive Research Design
A survey instrument will be developed by the researcher. The statements (Appendix A)
will require the participant to rate the statement on a 5-Point Likert Scale as it relates to their
style of leadership. An email (Appendix B) will be sent to each chosen participant. Within the
body of the email will be a link to the survey instrument, the purpose of the study, the procedures
that will be a part of the study, the approximate duration of the study, and a statement of
anonymity. The link to the survey contained in the email must be clicked in order for the
participant/invitee to be taken to the survey instrument.
Prior to beginning the survey, participants must read through the consent information and
will then be requested to click on either yes or no to consent to take the survey or decline
respectively (Appendix I). If the participant clicks yes, they will be allowed to continue to the
survey. If they click no, then the system will take them out of the survey and thank them for their
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time. As an added note concerning the Informed Consent, the title listed on the consent form will
differ slightly from the actual title of the study. This will be further discussed below.
There are times in conducting a research study, and it is strongly believed that this is one
of those times, that to fully divulge some of the information within a study will cause the results
to be highly compromised to the point that it will nullify the results and waste time and money
for everyone concerned (Cozby, & Bates, 2015; & Sieber, 1995). The sole purpose of this
research is to explore and discover the predominant leadership style of ministry leaders within
the SBC by having participants honestly answer statements that are not written to be obvious,
and which results cannot be correlated to a particular leadership style without the use of a key
(Appendix A).
The added reason for not fully divulging the title and full purpose of the research is so
that the servant-leadership statements can be answered with the same honesty and forthrightness
as the leadership style portion of the survey. If the researcher was required to provide full
disclosure to all participants, then all participants would fully realize what the researcher was
studying and would most likely ensure that they put themselves in the best light by answering
statements differently. This assuredly would nullify the integrity of the group participating and
the results of the study (Randall, & Fernandes, 1991). This will be fully discussed and developed
in Chapter Three.
Proposed Instrumentation
It will be necessary for the researcher to create a survey for this phase of the study using
ideas and concepts from like surveys from other studies. However, the ideas and concepts from
those other studies will need to be highly modified as nothing discovered was sufficient in
capturing the data necessary for the interest of this research. This survey will be used in
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gathering data for the predominant leadership style and will consist of 30 questions/statements (5
of which will be demographic) that will use a 5-point Likert scale consisting of responses that
range from: Strongly Agree=5; Agree=4; Neutral=3; Disagree=2; and Strongly Disagree=1
(Appendix A). Their responses will be coded into a key that will identify their leadership style as
autocratic; bureaucratic; democratic; laissez-faire; or servant-leader. Specific steps in the
validation process for the survey instrument are discussed in more detail within Chapter Three.
The study will also utilize a hybrid of three previously used and validated instruments
designed specifically for servant leadership. These instruments can be seen in the appendices
section of this document. The first is the Servant Leadership Profile-Revised (SLP-R) (Appendix
C); the second is the Servant Leadership Assessment Instrument (SLAI) (Appendix E); and the
Servant Leadership Readiness Survey (SLRS) (Appendix G) with the permission of their creators
for use in this research (Appendices D, F, and H respectively).
This portion of the survey will also use a 5-point Likert Scale. There will be
approximately 90 statements that the participant will rate which will help to determine the
participant’s model of servant leadership being followed. The survey will be analyzed in two
parts but will seem seamless to the participant as one instrument with one purpose. The results of
the second portion of the survey will then be coded, analyzed, and statistically measured as
described in Chapter Three.
Limits of Generalization
The limitations of this study as it concerns generalizability will be determined by its
participant group and the information that was gathered during the study. As this study is isolated
to the Southern Baptist denomination and its ministry leaders, the study limits itself to only those
within that denomination. A further limitation is that the participant group is confined to only

112
those ministry leaders active in local bodies that are registered with the SBC. However, other
ministers outside of the participant group may determine themselves to be very similar to those
who participated in the study and find the results generalizable to them.
Research Competencies to Conduct Study
This researcher has a background in conducting research, coding, analyzing data,
statistical analysis, and writing surveys used for research. However, that experience does not
correlate to the size and scale of this research undertaking. This research will require that the
researcher conduct a pilot test for the survey developed. The researcher will also be seeking
additional assistance with the statistical analysis to ensure the accuracy and validity of the
findings.
The researcher has already networked with an individual who is willing to assist in the
statistical analysis of the data using International Business Machines Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (IBM SPSS) software with limited knowledge of the research study. No steps
had been taken in any regard to the research before Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval
(Appendix K) outside of gaining permission for use of the survey instruments, and in contacting
the SBC to discover any processes or procedures they might have in place for those who desire
to perform research within the SBC.
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CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
In the first two chapters the reader was provided an introduction, overview, and
foundational framework of the problem. Also discussed was the background to the problem, a
statement of the problem, the purpose of the study, and the research questions and hypotheses.
These were followed by the assumptions and delimitations of the study, a definition of terms
used in the study, the significance of the study, and a summary of the design of the research.
Following this information was an extensive literature review which provided the
foundational framework for the problem being researched. This chapter will give more in-depth
information for the research by expounding upon the problem, the purpose, the research
questions and hypotheses, the methodology, the population, the sampling procedures, the limits
of generalization, and the ethical considerations. The chapter will also provide details concerning
the instruments used in the research along with their validity and reliability. Details of the
research procedures, along with the data analysis and statistical procedures will be included.
Research Design Synopsis
The Problem
As discussed in Chapters 1 and 2, the Church has slowly incorporated pagan and worldly
methods, traditions, and teachings into its practices and services. Paul in his epistles warned the
early assemblies of believers to be watchful and vigilant for those who preached/taught a
different message or a different gospel (Ephesians chapter 4, and 1 Timothy chapters 1 and 6).
The technical term for this inclusion is syncretism. This term and some examples have been
discussed at length in the previous chapters. One particular type of danger, as mentioned, relates
to Church leadership and the leadership models which they emulate. Based on evidence from
research, a social science model of servant-leadership is being utilized by the leadership of the
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Church and is reportedly becoming more popular (Coggins, & Bocarnea, 2015; Russell, & Stone
2002; Irving, 2011; Mahembe, & Engelbrecht, 2014; Flynn, Smither, & Walker, 2016;
Danielsen, 2017; Cunningham, 2019).
The social-science model of servant-leadership being referred to stems from the teachings
and writings of Robert Greenleaf (Greenleaf, 1977, 1996, 1998) and the adherents of this model
(Shirin, 2017, et al.). It is the popularity and unquestioning inclusion of this model into the
leadership of Christ’s body which is where the danger lies. It is hypothesized that the socialscience model, as espoused by Greenleaf, will be significantly more prevalent than perhaps
realized by the leaders of Christ’s flock. In an effort to reveal what currently exists, the research
statements are written to discover which leadership style is predominant among ministry leaders,
and then to focusing narrowly on those leaders who are using servant-leadership as their
leadership style to discover the source/model (social-science or biblical) of that style.
The research was based on what can be seen as ongoing negative issues in most
Protestant, if not also Orthodox and Roman Catholic assemblies. Those negative issues are the
dead and dying congregations, specifically in the West, the number of false ministries growing
rapidly, fewer young families and teens attending worship, and the lack of spiritual
formation/growth taking place in many congregations. Those areas listed are but to name a few
of the numerous issues negatively affecting assemblies of believers. Like most Christian leaders
perhaps, these issues began to raise questions as to what could be the reason(s) or common
denominator?
A primary answer, based on an extensive literature review on the subject, as mentioned in
Chapter 2, was leadership. More specifically, the apparent lack of biblically-based, Holy Spirit
driven, Christian leadership within the body of Christ. It was this specific area that was the focus
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of the research this writer/researcher was driven to complete. However, one cannot conduct
proper research by starting with preconceived ideas and attempts to use pointed questions to get
the answer one believes strongly to be correct.
This meant that a survey, which was developed to be as unbiased as is humanly possible,
needed to be completed allowing a researcher to discover what leadership styles were
predominantly used by Christian leaders in the fields of harvest while tending God’s sheep. This
can be found using quantitative research through the use of open-ended questions, interviews, or
questionnaires. As this research used a survey that was numerically driven, the best method
found was the use of a quantitative descriptive study.
According to Creswell and Creswell (2018), the definition of quantitative research is, “a
means for testing objective theories by examining the relationship among variables. These
variables can be measured, typically on instruments so that numbered data can be analyzed using
statistical procedures,” (p. 250). They also define descriptive analysis as follows: “Descriptive
analysis of data for variables in a study includes describing the results through means, standard
deviations, and range of scores,” (p. 247). Leedy and Ormrod (2016) add the following:
Some scholars use the term survey research to refer to almost any form of descriptive,
quantitative research. We use a more restricted meaning here: Survey research involves
acquiring information about one or more groups of people—perhaps about their
characteristics, opinions, attitudes, or previous experiences—by asking them questions
and tabulating their answers. The ultimate goal is to learn about a large population by
surveying a sample of that population; thus, we might call this approach a descriptive
survey or normative survey, (p. 141).
Baker (2017) gives one more important perspective on the use of a quantitative
descriptive design. She states that, “… descriptive designs collect information about variables
without changing the environment or manipulating any variables, so they do not look at possible
cause and effect. They are different than observational designs in that they do not include
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comparison groups,” (p. 171). The answer then, is to use a quantitative descriptive research
approach to answer the research questions, with statistical data that rejects or does not reject the
hypotheses and provides generalizable results.
While focusing on one of the largest, if not the largest, protestant denomination in the
world, Southern Baptist, and using a very large sample group, the participants that completed the
survey were numerous enough for the results to be generalizable. Having completed a literature
review, a survey was used to determine the predominant leadership style of SBC ministry leaders
and determine which of the servant leadership models (social-science or biblical) was most
predominant for those who were identified as using the servant-leadership style. The responses to
the first part of the survey were then analyzed and separated into the various leadership styles
using a key (Appendix A). Those leaders who most closely identify themselves as servant
leaders were then separated from the rest of the participants numerically and statistically.
This data was then used to specifically determine which baseline model they most closely
aligned with from the responses to the second part of the survey using another key (Appendix
A). The results were then analyzed using statistical tests. Then, based on the results, the findings
were used to determine which servant-leadership model was more prevalent within Christian
ministry leadership as it relates to Southern Baptist. The sample size of the primary group was
purposely oversized so that the second group’s sample size was still large enough to ensure the
results were generalizable.
Data from both parts of the survey were then numerically and statistically analyzed. The
instrument used and the numerical/statistical analyses served as justification for the use of the
quantitative descriptive type of research. The information needed from the first group was based
on the need for identifying the various leadership styles identified by the responses. This data
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then allowed for the grouping of servant leaders and the need for determining which baseline
model they most closely aligned with as a final result.
Demographic questions were added to the front-end of the survey for use in answering
two of the research questions and rejecting or not rejecting two of the hypotheses (educational
level and position) to statistically compare those who predominantly followed the social-science
model of servant-leadership to determine if there was a correlation. The study was being
designed to be generalizable no matter which model was the most predominant for research
question one. Chapter Four will contain a discussion of the findings, and Chapter Five will
include the conclusion and recommendations for future research.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this quantitative descriptive research study was to discover the most
predominant leadership style, of the five styles being measured (Autocratic/Authoritarian,
Bureaucratic, Democratic, Laissez-faire, or Servant-Leader), that are found within the ministry
leadership of the SBC, and to discover which servant-leadership model (social-science or
biblical) was more predominantly followed by those indicating a servant-leadership style.
Furthermore, the leadership position and educational level was considered for those ministry
leaders predominantly following the social-science model of servant-leadership. The socialscience and biblical models were defined and identified through a literature review along with
Scripture to form the baselines for each model.
The study collected data using a survey instrument which contained five demographic
questions and additional statements in two parts using the 5-point Likert Scale. The demographic
questions provided information that was used to answer two of the research questions and two of
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the hypotheses that will follow this section. The first set of statements within the survey helped
to determine the predominant leadership style from the five listed above.
The second section of the survey instrument determined, through further analysis, which
servant-leadership model was being used—the social-science model as prescribed by Robert
Greenleaf and others, or the biblical model as outlined in Scripture. The dominant servantleadership style of Southern Baptist ministry leaders was then determined along with the model
of servant-leadership which was being predominantly followed. In the following chapters,
findings will be reported, and within the discussion of the results, recommendations will be
provided for possible future research.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
Research Questions.
The following research questions will guide this study:
RQ1. What leadership style (Autocratic/Authoritarian, Bureaucratic, Democratic,
Laissez-faire, and Servant-Leader), is the most predominant for ministry leaders within the
Southern Baptist denomination?
RQ2. For those ministry leaders that have a predominant leadership style of servantleadership, which baseline model (social-science or biblical) most closely aligns with their style
of servant-leadership?
RQ3. For those ministry leaders that have a predominant leadership style of servantleadership, what is the predominant leadership role (senior pastor, pastor, associate pastor, elder,
or other) that also predominantly follow the social-science model?
RQ4. For those ministry leaders that have a predominant leadership style of servantleadership, what is the predominant level of education (high school, bachelors, masters,
doctorate, or other) that also predominantly follow the social-science model?
Hypotheses.
The following hypotheses will be developed for this study:
H01. There will be no significant difference between the social-science baseline model
currently found among Southern Baptist ministry leaders based on their responses to the research
questions.
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H02. There will be no significant difference between the biblical baseline model
currently found among Southern Baptist ministry leaders based on their responses to the research
questions.
H03. There will be no significant difference between the leadership positions found
among Southern Baptist ministry leaders who predominantly follow the social-science model of
servant-leadership based on their responses to the research questions.
H04. There will be no significant difference between the educational level found among
Southern Baptist ministry leaders who predominantly follow the social-science model of servantleadership based on their responses to the research questions.
Research Design and Methodology
Research Design
Quantitative Descriptive Research Design
Creswell and Creswell (2018) give their definition of quantitative descriptive research by
stating that quantitative research is, “a means for testing objective theories by examining the
relationship among variables. These variables can be measured, typically on instruments so that
numbered data can be analyzed using statistical procedures,” (p. 250). They also define
descriptive analysis as follows: “Descriptive analysis of data for variables in a study includes
describing the results through means, standard deviations, and range of scores,” (p. 247). Leedy
and Ormrod (2016) add the following:
Some scholars use the term survey research to refer to almost any form of descriptive,
quantitative research. We use a more restricted meaning here: Survey research involves
acquiring information about one or more groups of people—perhaps about their
characteristics, opinions, attitudes, or previous experiences—by asking them questions
and tabulating their answers. The ultimate goal is to learn about a large population by
surveying a sample of that population; thus, we might call this approach a descriptive
survey or normative survey, (p. 141).
Baker (2017) gives one more important perspective on the use of a quantitative
descriptive design. She states that, “descriptive designs collect information about variables
without changing the environment or manipulating any variables, so they do not look at possible
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cause and effect. They are different than observational designs in that they do not include
comparison groups,” (p. 171). The answer for this research study is to use a quantitative
descriptive research approach to answer the research questions with statistical data that also leads
to rejecting or not rejecting the hypotheses providing generalizable results.
Typical Data Collection Processes for Quantitative Descriptive Research
Based on Creswell and Creswell’s (2018) and Leedy and Ormrod’s (2016) definition of
quantitative research stated earlier, if a researcher is desiring to measure data through numerical
means than the best instrument for that purpose is the survey. The most used and typical
collection process of that numerical data is the use of coding or a key to the survey instrument
which allows for the reliable and valid interpretation of that data. Creswell and Creswell (2018)
state that a survey aids the researcher in answering three types of questions, one of those types
are descriptive questions.
Leedy and Ormrod (2016) state that three typical techniques are used in quantification of
complex data, one of which is a rating scale. The writers state that rating scales were developed
by Rensis Likert in the 1930s and are now simply called Likert Scales. These types of scales are
typically used in measuring data that is derived from what is termed, “insubstantial phenomena,”
which are, “concepts, abilities, and other intangible entities that cannot be pinned down in terms
of precise physical qualities,” (Leedy, & Ormrod, 2016, p. 143). These writers also add that this
information is used in a wide variety of ways to include information involving human beings. It
is the survey using a 5-point Likert Scale that this researcher used to conduct this study.
Data Analysis for Using the Quantitative Descriptive Design
With the technology available currently, there are software and online programs that can
be purchased and used to conduct statistical analysis. One of those programs is IBM SPSS. This
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program is used by many universities in their statistics courses and is familiar to many students
who have taken those courses (Charry, Coussement, Demoulin, & Heuvinck, 2016). It is a very
robust program and offers a myriad of methods to analyze and report the data. It is the IBM
SPSS software which this researcher used for statistical analysis.
Creswell and Creswell (2018) state that data analysis should involve six steps so that a
reader, and especially a reader who is desiring to duplicate the research, can follow. The six steps
include: reporting the number of participants to include those who did and did not return a
survey; a discussion of how the response bias was determined; a discussion of the plan of how
the descriptive analysis will take place (i.e., means, standard deviation, and range); what type of
instrument was used to collect the data; an identification of the method used to analyze the
statistical data; and an analysis by way of tables, figures, or graphs which help the reader
interpret the data resulting from the statistical analysis.
Leedy and Ormrod (2016) suggest using a spreadsheet or other form of database to keep
track of the information in its various categories. The survey instrument was located on Survey
Monkey which categorized the responses and formulated a report in various formats. The
researcher also had the option of simply downloading the data into an Excel spreadsheet for
coding and analysis or directly into IBM SPSS. This researcher used both options to analyze the
data using various methods and techniques. The result was that IBM SPSS produced the best
results for statistical analysis and in providing tables, while Excel produced the best graphics.
Methodology
In keeping with the stated problem, the research purpose, the hypotheses, and the
research questions, this researcher used the quantitative descriptive method to gather the
appropriate data. That data consisted of demographic information, the leadership styles that exist
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among the ministry leaders of the Southern Baptist denomination, and then data was gleaned to
discover which leaders used the servant-leadership style. Once those leaders were isolated as a
target group the data was used to determined which model (social-science or biblical) was
prevalent among those leaders.
The data which answered the research questions was then also used to reject or not reject
the hypotheses. The aggregate data is contained in Chapter Four and recommendations for future
research contained in Chapter Five. The discussion also included how the data is generalizable to
the larger population of ministry leaders within the SBC. It is important to note that during the
analysis process, the researcher kept in mind the inherent self-reporting bias associated with
surveys.
It is well known, vis-a-vie common knowledge, among researchers and statisticians that
surveys carry with them certain weaknesses such as the self-reporting bias just mentioned which
can create issues when desiring to generalize the data. Quantitative research can also carry
certain weaknesses. One of which is a certain lack of flexibility that many studies may need in
attempting to capture enough data to answer research questions or reject or not reject hypotheses.
However, the survey used in this research study does not carry with it any “loaded” statements/
questions which would be embarrassing if somehow an individual was linked to a certain
response or in this case a particular leadership style.
The survey was designed to have general statements which simply enabled the data to
reveal which leadership style was predominant, and which servant-leadership model was
predominant within the Southern Baptist ministry leadership. As an overall result, the survey
revealed weaknesses of leadership which through a different research effort could be used to
directly connect to issues in present-day congregations. It is hypothesized—while not officially
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within this research—that ministry leaders, perhaps at least in the Southern Baptist
denomination, are either not aware of their leadership style or the inherent pitfalls of following a
non-biblical model.
Therefore, it was only possible through the means of anonymity in taking the survey that
obtaining this kind of data was possible on such a wide scale. Especially when it concerned
ministry leaders within the body of Christ. The importance of anonymity is reinforced in an
article written on the subject of ethical considerations by Fleming and Zegwaard (2018). They
state that, “Anonymity and confidentiality is an important step in protecting the participants from
potential harm,” (p. 7).
There is that possible potential of harm to a ministry leader’s position if, and there is no
method of detecting this with accuracy, the members of that local church were to somehow learn
of a leader’s style or servant-leadership model results, and it was not a result that they found
desirable. This could mean the possible loss of position within that local body. Fleming and
Zegwaard (2018) add that, “Participant anonymity means the participant’s identity are unknown
to the researcher (e.g., when using anonymous surveys, the participant identity is truly unknown
to the researchers),” (p. 7). This anonymity was realized in the process of this research.
Personal interviews can lead to obtaining answers that are self-protecting or biased to
what the participant believes the researcher desires to hear (Creswell, & Creswell, 2018; Leedy,
& Ormrod, 2016). Observation in a natural setting will not answer the specific questions needing
answers, and a laboratory setting is not feasible for this type of research or this sample size
(Creswell, & Creswell, 2018). It should also be recognized that anonymity cannot occur with
personal interviews or observations, as the researcher is well aware of who they are observing or
speaking to during an interview. Even mailed surveys divulge participant information when they

124
are returned in the mail. Processes can be taken to reduce the exposure of a participant’s
information, but they often involve other parties to the project adding time and expense.
Therefore, it was only through an online survey instrument that much-needed answers to
the issues within the body of Christ could be answered. It should also be mentioned that this
research, while following a subject studied by other research (servant-leadership), is breaking
new ground. No research discovered has studied not only what the predominant leadership style
is within the Southern Baptist denomination, but also more narrowly focusing on leaders using a
servant-leadership style, as to which model (social-science or biblical) is predominant as well.
Population
For the results of this study to be generalizable the population for the research study had
to have been randomly chosen from a list of ministry leaders who are currently serving in
Southern Baptist churches which are registered with the SBC of the United States, and must be
of an adequate sample size to meet generalizability standards. As is typical, very little progress
can be made by a prospective researcher prior to the approval of the IRB. It was assumed by this
researcher that the SBC would house the data containing a list(s) of pastors within the SBC and
that permission/approval would be necessary from the convention prior to making contact with
those ministry leaders.
It was also assumed by this researcher that obtaining a letter of endorsement from the
SBC would solicit greater participation from the population being researched. It was discovered
during the IRB approval process that the SBC does not maintain any database of ministry leaders
within the convention, and that it is their practice/policy to not respond to any research request
they receive. Through email correspondence with the administrative staff for the President of the
SBC, this researcher was advised that the SBC State Conventions typically have online cites
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which may or may not contain the information, and also typically list links to their state
associations which may or may not have the information needed for the research, or that it might
require an internet search to obtain the information.
Upon obtaining a copy of the 2020 SBC Annual, the number of churches registered with
the SBC was located on page 66 and a list of SBC State Conventions was located on pages 486490. At the date of publishing of the Annual there were 47,530 registered churches and 41 State
Conventions (40 states and Puerto Rico). Six of those state conventions did not have an online
presence but did allow for access to their State Annuals which listed, in print form, the SBC
churches within their state, thus reducing the conventions with online presence to 35. However,
the mining of data for the participant search did not end there. Not every State Convention listed
churches/pastors on their site but most listed State Associations within their state.
Each State Convention, depending on the size of the state, had varying numbers of
associations listed. Each association used a myriad of techniques and webpage templates to list
the churches within their association. Associations ranged from being very vigilant in keeping
the information up-to-date with not only the names of the churches, but other information such as
the pastor’s name, email address, and a link to the church’s webpage. Associations left a great
deal to be desired as to the currency of the information and the amount of information listed.
More information on the content of these pages and the church website information will be
detailed in the section on sampling procedures that follow.
As it concerns qualifiers for those who were chosen to participate, it was determined by
the researcher that a leader’s leadership style begins to take form before taking a leadership
position (Anthony, & Allison, 2008). Therefore, there will not be any time qualifier in a ministry
leader’s position for this study. While a leader’s leadership style may be altered or adjusted as
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time passes, leaders tend to have learned or possess innate leadership traits that were developed
through training, seminary, or some other means such as birth or environment (Anthony, &
Allison, 2008). Giving the benefit to those who believe leadership can be learned, a leader’s style
may also be changed or altered through reading texts on leadership (Sanders, 2017).
Therefore, the primary focus will be participants that are either senior pastors, lead
pastors, co-pastors, associate pastors, pastors, executive pastors, or elders. A secondary focus of
participants will be those who hold positions such as student pastors, children’s pastors,
discipleship pastors, education pastors, bi-vocational pastors, campus pastors, pastoral-care
pastors, pastor emeritus, outreach pastors, and missions pastors. Ministry/pastoral staff such as
worship leaders/pastors will not be invited to participate in this study due to the level of
leadership not equaling the level of responsibility/leadership/ shepherding desired for this study.
The disqualification of this position from the study was not a judgement on the servantleadership of those who fill these positions, but a judgement call based on this researcher’s
experience with those who hold these positions and the level of leadership required of those in
these positions. The only caveat were those worship leaders/pastors who held a dual position in
one of the target positions and that position was primary to their duties in worship.
There were no other qualifiers for participants other than currently being in a Southern
Baptist Church registered with the Southern Baptist Convention. An additional note as to the
population is important to mention prior to any discussion of sampling procedures, and that is the
population number as it specifically relates to total population. As mentioned earlier there are
47,530 churches in 40 states and Puerto Rico registered with the SBC. However, the number of
those churches within each state and territory varied tremendously. Even more so, was the
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number of churches with an online presence which had a current pastor or other ministerial
leader and up-to-date contact information.
It is the latter information which led to the realization that the total population of
ministerial leaders was an unknown number. This particular population number is nebulas and
while it might have a fixed quantity at a particular snapshot in time, that number will quickly
change for a myriad of factors. All of which can occur numerous times while creating a database
of 15,000 invited participants over a few months. The number which is fixed and does not
fluctuate as often or as quickly are the number of churches registered with the SBC. It was that
number (47,530) which was used to provide the sample size needed for generalizability of the
final results.
Sampling Procedures
Using a population size of 47,530 and two different online statistical sample size
calculators, the calculation was performed with a 95% confidence level and a 5% margin of
error. The ideal sample size result was between 370 and 333 depending on which calculator one
uses (https://www.qualtrics.com/experience-management/research/determine-sample-size,
https://www.calculator.net/sample-size-calculator.html) and the proportion of the population
used (38% or 32%). However, allowances had to be made in how many participants to invite due
to the need for a generalizable sample group. This applied not only for the larger population on
the question of predominant leadership style, but also for responses more specifically for those
respondents that had a predominant servant-leadership style of leadership to determine the model
being followed.
A decision was made to make the initial sample group 15,000 invitees or 32% of the
47,530 SBC churches. Taking into account that respondents will fall into several styles of
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leadership and that servant-leaders will most likely be a smaller number than the total group of
respondents, then a much larger sample group was needed for the survey. The decision for a
large sample group was also based on the needed response rate for electronic survey instruments.
Saleh and Bista (2017) state that a conservative estimate of electronic survey return is
between 5 and 10%. Which meant that even the 15,000 participants would possibly not reach the
calculated final sample group size of between 370 and 333 needed if less than 5% return were
experienced. These numbers also did not take into account invalid or otherwise disqualified
responses. The response rate needed to be at least close to the 5% of the 15,000, or 750 responses
in order to realize the needed generalizable sample size initially needed, and then followed with a
minimum of 333 valid responses of servant-leaders for generalizability of the second part of the
research. Next came the issue of randomization of the participant group.
If a complete and up-to-date database existed for all ministry leaders within the SBC,
which met the research criteria, then perhaps typical sampling methods such as clustering or
probability/non-probability sampling could have been used. Perhaps if there were time,
personnel, and the financial means, a complete database could have been built identifying all
ministry leaders within the SBC totaling 47,530 or more individual participants, and in using a
random sample generator, normal random sampling could have occurred. However, none of
those criteria existed.
The process that occurred, based on the existing available information and how it had
to be obtained, was the creation of an Excel spreadsheet database file in sets of 5,000. The
databases listed the leader’s name, ministry position, church name, city and state, and their
email address or church’s email address. The information was gathered using the SBC 2020
Annual State Convention pages mentioned earlier, and beginning with the first state listed, the
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web address was entered into a browser. This resulted in pulling up the state convention
webpage.
Once on the site, a search was conducted to find the listing of associations within that
state. Upon finding the association listing on the convention’s site, an association was clicked,
and their webpage was viewed. Depending on the state and the association, as some
associations did not list data or did not have a web presence, the data was then used to
compile the Excel spreadsheet database. However, more often than not the association pages
were lacking in the information needed, and a separate internet search was conducted to find
the church’s web page and then find the needed contact information for the ministry leader(s).
While this researcher did not keep an exact count due to time constraints and other
reasons, it can be truthfully stated (there is a witness) that for every association page viewed
containing approximately 20-50 church listings, 5-10 of those listings resulted in either valid
information or a church with a web address. For every 20 church websites viewed,
approximately 5-7 of those pages contained contact information for either the leadership or
the church staff to be passed on to the leadership. Many association links for churches resulted
in broken links or hacked accounts taking the viewer to unsavory web pages. The final result
is that approximately 25,000 web pages were viewed in order to glean 10,000 viable contacts
with 436 of those being undeliverable email addresses in the end.
Often the only contact information given was for the administrative staff which left
some doubt as to whether the chosen participant would receive the email. There were a
significant number of senior pastors, lead pastors, or similar senior leadership which did not
list any contact information while all other leadership positions at that local body did list their
contact information. On the obverse, there were senior leaders that listed their contact
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information only, even though other leaders were on staff.
There were also a large number of churches which only had a Facebook presence
which more often than not, did not allow for obtaining contact information of any kind. The
dilemma that occurred many times on Facebook pages and church web pages was that the
only method of contact was direct messaging. This works well if an individual is trying to
make contact with the church for personal reasons, but for the purpose of contacting specific
leaders at the church for research purposes, it did not serve well.
When the Facebook page did have an email address, it was typically someone within
the congregation or other staff member monitoring message traffic generated by the website.
Often there was no pastor’s name or staff listing. This process repeated itself for every State
Convention and every State Association for all 35 states and 1 territory (Puerto Rico) that had
an online presence listed in the 2020 SBC Annual. The 6 states that did not have an internet
presence (only printed annual reports) were left in reserve if it was determined they were
needed for the last group of participants. Once the first set of 5,000 participants was created in
the Excel database, the email invitations were sent (Appendix B). The use of a second set of
5,000 was created and sent to obtain the sample size needed for generalizability. The database
of the third set of 5,000 was never created.
Based on an extensive literature review on the subject of servant-leadership, there
were no other studies discovered which conducted their study, or chose their sample, in the
method this researcher conducted for this research. There was also no precedence found
within any literature reviewed which discussed the type of sample selection this researcher
completed. It must be realized by the reviewer/reader that due to the extreme randomness and
unreliability of useable websites, links, and available data that the participant group served as
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its own random sample generator.
Email invitations were sent to 10,000 ministry leaders of all ethnic backgrounds and
nationalities that were listed on the associational webpages or found on church websites over
a period of 9 months separated into two groups of 5,000. There were 436 undeliverable
emails or 4% that were not received by the participants. The first group achieved a return rate
of 198 participants with a 72% completion rate and average completion time of 20 minutes
for 116 questions/statements.
The second group achieved a return rate of 467 participants with a 77% completion
rate and average completion time of 21 minutes for 116 questions/statements. The resulting
return of surveys was 665, or a 6.65% return rate for 10,000 participants. Taking into account
the completion rates for both groups the final count was 503 completed surveys. The data as
to the final count of servant leaders, the results of the predominant leadership style, the
model of predominant servant leadership, and the generalizability of those results will be
discussed in Chapter 4.
Limits of Generalization
As this study captured data on leadership styles of Southern Baptist ministry leaders in
churches that are active and registered with the Southern Baptist Convention, and then
specifically gathered data within that group on servant-leadership, the generalizability of the
research will be limited to all ministry leaders that are active and registered with the Southern
Baptist Convention of the United States. Its limitations therefore exclude any ministry leader
outside of the Southern Baptist denomination, or those ministry leaders not active or registered
with the Convention. However, as Southern Baptist are the largest protestant denomination, the
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generalizability of the findings/results may carry over into other groups which are very similar in
their makeup.
Ethical Considerations
As the participants of this research are all consenting adults who were made aware of the
general purpose of this research, there were no ethical concerns as to age or other matters. No
harm or embarrassment has been foreseen or anticipated for any portion of this research study.
The privacy of personal information is of paramount importance to this researcher and this
research study. The information which was collected included church name, email address,
ministry leader’s name, and leadership position and only the email address and name were used
in an invitational email for research participation. The results of the survey instrument did not
capture any personally identifiable information. The outgoing email and the data captured from
the survey cannot be connected by the researcher to identify any participant.
Any assistance that was needed or used by this researcher in the data analysis/statistical
analysis process did not have access to information that can be related to an individual’s personal
information. Survey Monkey was used for participants to complete the survey which secures that
information until the researcher has downloaded the results and deletes the account. Only the
researcher has the username and password for access to that information. Survey Monkey will
not have any personal information stored on its site.
While Survey Monkey does have the capability to send email invitations within its
program, this option was not be used by the researcher. The findings/results and the final report
(dissertation) will contain no information that can be related to any person or church in
particular. The data was grouped into specific categories making the information virtually and
physically impossible to reverse engineer in any attempt to discover personal or related
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information. Further possible security issues related to Survey Monkey will be discussed in a
future section.
Instrumentation
Survey Section 1 – Leadership Style
When using research instruments to gather data for a study it is extremely important to
choose the correct instrument. This applies whether one is using a previously developed and
tested instrument, modifying an existing instrument, or developing a new instrument. A major
caveat to the choice is to also be fully aware of what is termed, “instrument bias,” (Leedy, &
Ormrod, 2016, p. 169). This can be realized by the poor choice of wording within the
questions/statements, or through leading questions which lead the respondent toward a specific
answer. There are also inherent biases that come with the use of a survey, which is a selfreporting instrument (Leedy, & Ormrod, 2016).
The two types of bias that this study had to account for, and minimize as much as
possible, were self-reporting or response bias and researcher bias. Self-reporting bias can occur
as a typical human response in these types of studies where it is an inherent tendency to either
answer questions in a way they believe is most true (an attempt to put themselves in the best
light) or answer in a way they believe the researcher most desires. The key to decreasing this
tendency is to convincingly express to the participants that their responses are anonymous, and
that for the research to be valid, it is paramount that they answer truthfully. This can be
expressed by asking the participant to answer the questions/statements quickly, with their first
impulse, and to not overthink their response (Baker, 2017).
The other type of bias is termed, “researcher bias,” (Leedy, & Ormrod, 2016, p. 170).
This type of bias is the most difficult to minimize and for the researcher to recognize. As the
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researcher is fully aware of the result(s) they are hypothesizing, the questions/statements written
for a survey or questionnaire can be worded in such a way as to lead the participant toward a
particular answer, or to ask in such a way as to not allow the respondent to give an honest
response (an answer that most closely relates to them personally). The skill is in writing the
question/statement as objective as is humanly possible (Leedy, & Ormrod, 2016). That was the
goal of this researcher in using the instruments described in the following paragraphs.
After what this researcher determined was a thorough search and literature review of
various instruments that have been used in previous leadership research for determining
leadership style, it was discovered that no instrument adequately captured the data sought for this
research study. Therefore, it was necessary to create a survey for that purpose using ideas and
concepts from other like surveys. The result was a highly modified combination of statements,
whose modification was so extensive that the resulting survey was not recognizable as being
solely from any other instrument used for this purpose (Appendix A) (Eagly, & Schmidt, 2001;
Russell, & Stone, 2002).
The need for a newly developed instrument was mainly due to no other instrument
specifically measuring servant-leadership as a leadership style. It was also necessary for a
decision to be made as to what the major leadership styles were for inclusion with the servantleader style. The leadership styles included were those found to be most used in leadership
literature.
The survey was designed to include specific statements which the participant answered
using the Likert scale, and the score was coded according to a key, used by the researcher, which
identified the leadership styles of: 1. Autocratic; 2. Bureaucratic; 3. Democratic; 4. LaissezFaire; and 5. Servant-Leader. The survey also consisted of five demographic questions along
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with twenty-five statements that used a 5-point Likert scale consisting of responses that ranged
from: Strongly Agree=5; Agree=4; Neutral=3; Disagree=2; and Strongly Disagree=1. The Likert
score for each statement was placed within the key and was then divided into the five leadership
style categories. The scores within each category were totaled to identify which style that
participant used as a predominant leadership style (Appendix A).
The steps that were taken for validating and ensuring the reliability of the instrument will
be discussed in the section on validity and reliability. The five demographic questions at the
beginning of the survey were not included in the composite score for leadership style or model,
but were aggregated and included in the findings and discussion portion of the dissertation
(Tables 2a-e and Graphs 1-5). A portion of the demographic information was used to provide
statistical data in answering research questions three and four and hypotheses three and four.
Validity and Reliability
The survey developed for the research, before being used in the primary research,
underwent various steps for validation and reliability (Creswell, & Creswell, 2018; Dennis,
2004; Dierendonck, & Nuijten, 2011). The steps that were utilized were: 1. Face Validity: Which
ensured that the statements correctly captured the desired data, and ensured that the statements
were not leading, confusing, or double-barreled; 2. A pilot test was conducted, which included
all Likert scale statements (111 statements in total, combining the two parts of the survey - 25 for
Leadership Style & 86 for Baseline Model), but did not include any demographic questions.
The Pilot Study used a selected sample of pastors identified as being very much like the
target participants, but were not included in the SBC list of member churches; 3. The data set
was analyzed for minimum and maximum values that were consistent and reliable; and 4.
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Internal consistency was tested using Cronbach’s Alpha based on the Pilot Study responses
(Chapter 4 - Tables 1a and 1b) (Creswell, & Creswell, 2018; Leedy, & Ormrod, 2016).
Survey Section 2 – Baseline Model
The second section of the survey utilized a hybrid instrument which provided data as to
the baseline model participants were identified as using that were also identified as a servantleader—either the social-science or biblical model. The instrument used was a hybrid modified
version, as just mentioned, combining parts of three survey instruments that have been used in
previous studies concerning servant leadership and have been validated separately by their
creators when they were used in research studies (Appendices D, F, and H).
The first survey instrument that was used for the modified survey was the Servant
Leadership Profile-Revised (SLP-R) which was developed by Wong and Page (2003) (Appendix
D). This instrument is currently a 62-question survey designed to measure both positive and
negative leadership characteristics as it concerns servant leaders. The survey uses a 7-point
Likert Scale which ranges from 1=strongly Disagree to 4=undecided to 7=strongly agree with the
creator’s statement on the instrument to use category 4 very sparingly. The rater then begins
compiling raw scores for various questions that fit into one of seven categories. Those categories
are: 1. Developing and Empowering Others; 2. Power and Pride; 3. Authentic Leadership; 4.
Open, Participatory Leadership; 5. Inspiring Leadership; 6. Visionary Leadership; and 7.
Courageous Leadership.
A key has been provided with the instrument specifying which questions fit into which of
the seven leadership profiles. In its present form, this instrument has been used hundreds of times
in a myriad of studies on the subject of servant-leadership (Greasley, & Bocarnea, 2014).
Permission was sought and received to use this instrument in the research and in granting
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permission to modify the instrument to include social-science related statements along with
biblical statements to determine a ministry leader’s baseline model (Appendix E). Full credit has
been given to Wong and Page (2003) for the use of the instrument.
A second survey instrument, called the Servant Leadership Assessment Instrument
(SLAI) created by Dennis (2004) (Appendix F) in completing research for his dissertation at
Regent University was also used to develop the hybrid version. This survey instrument also uses
the same 7-point Likert Scale and adds an eighth category of Representative Leadership to the
seven already included in the SLP-R. The instrument was originally designed to be used to
measure altruism, empowerment, humility, service, and trust as viewed from the employee’s
perspective in rating their leader/manager.
This instrument was used by permission granted from its creator for modifications
planned and full credit was given to its creator (Appendix G). The third survey instrument used
in developing the hybrid version was the Servant Leadership Readiness Survey (SLRS) which
was developed and used by McMinn (2001) (Appendix H). This instrument was used by
permission granted from its creator for modifications planned and full credit was given to its
creator (Appendix I).
Validity and Reliability
The Servant Leadership Profile-Revised has consistently received a Cronbach’s Alpha
score at or very close to .81 in its history. The Servant Leadership Assessment Instrument was
tested using various other internal/external validity methods outside of Cronbach’s Alpha and
was found to be highly valid after three reversions using large test panels. The instrument was
also found to be reliable in its data capture. The Servant Leadership Readiness Survey was
divided into three sections and a Cronbach’s Alpha was completed for each section separately.
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Section One received an Alpha score of .78, Section Two received an Alpha score of .94, and
Section Three received an Alpha score of .92.
However, this researcher significantly changed/modified the instruments, causing the
reliability and validity of the newly formed hybrid instrument to be re-accomplished in an effort
to meet proper research standards and meet Institutional Review Board standards/approval
through conducting a Cronbach’s Alpha (Chapter Four - Table 1). The same steps were followed
for its validation as mentioned for the survey instrument being used in survey section one
(Creswell, & Creswell, 2018; Dennis, 2004; Van Dierendonck, & Nuijten, 2011).
Research Procedures
Before the research proposal could be completed, or the researcher could receive
approval from the advisor to apply to the Institutional Review Board (IRB) of Liberty University
and receive their approval, the research instrument had to be created. That creation process was
described in the previous section concerning the instrument. It should be noted that even though
the instrument contains three sections, demographic, leadership style, and baseline model, and
serves three purposes, the instrument was created as a whole. The researcher did not create three
separate instruments. The importance of this note is based on a discussion and feedback from a
statistician who felt that at least two separate Cronbach Alpha tests should be conducted on the
instrument (demographics are not tested) mainly due to the instrument serving more than one
purpose.
After a somewhat extensive search online concerning this view and finding the answer
extremely difficult to ascertain, as almost all researchers who create instruments do so for one
purpose and not multiple purposes, it seemed to be a subjective judgement call on the part of the
researcher. As will be discussed in more detail in future paragraphs, the instrument was given to
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participants as a whole to be completed as a whole, and the participants were unaware of any
separation being applied outside of the demographic information. Therefore, the Cronbach’s
Alpha was applied to the entire Likert Scale dataset as a whole, after completion of the Pilot
Study.
Once the research proposal was approved by the advisor, the application to the IRB was
submitted, edited, and approved (Appendix K). Interestingly, as part of the IRB approval
process, the researcher was contacted by the IRB reviewer in an effort to obtain SBC approval
for the research as part of the IRB approval process. This request was based on comments
contained in the application by this researcher prior to gaining a better insight concerning the
SBC and its policies.
Upon contacting the SBC Executive Committee (Office of the SBC President) via email,
it was discovered that the SBC is a convention for which all member churches are simply
registered with the convention and remain autonomous bodies of believers with their own
charter. However, each member body is bound by the biblical/theological and doctrinal
restrictions agreed upon by all Southern Baptists as a denomination and contained in the
Convention’s constitution. A representative of the SBC Executive Committee also stated, in their
reply, that the SBC, in accordance with their policy, does not give or deny permission for
research involving its member churches and does not endorse entities or individuals who are
conducting research. It was recommended by the representative that this researcher either
conduct an online search for member churches in each state or search for State Conventions and
their respective State Associations for contact information.
This information was given to the IRB reviewer and after some discussion the application
was approved. The research proposal and IRB application allowed for a total number of 15,000
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participants who would be separated into three sets of 5,000 each, until the desired sample size
was realized. The application also allowed for a Pilot Study to be conducted in regard to the
survey instrument. The survey developed for the research, before being used in the primary
research, underwent the various steps for validation and reliability mentioned earlier in the
chapter (Creswell, & Creswell, 2018; Dennis, 2004; Dierendonck, & Nuijten, 2011).
The steps that will were utilized, as discussed in the Instrument section were: 1. Face
Validity; 2. A pilot test; 3. The data set was analyzed for minimum and maximum values that
were consistent and reliable; and 4. Internal consistency was tested using Cronbach’s Alpha (see
Tables 1a and 1b) (Creswell, & Creswell, 2018; Leedy, & Ormrod, 2016). After purchasing a
program plan with Survey Monkey, the survey instrument was generated without the five
demographic questions for use in the Pilot Study. The instrument contained 110 statements
utilizing a 5-point Likert Scale for responses (111 includes the Consent Form’s yes or no as the
first question).
An Excel spreadsheet was created for database generation which contained 542 ministry
leader’s name, position, church name, city/state, and email address. Each participant’s
information was obtained from an internet search of churches that were listed as members of the
Baptist General Association of Virginia (Southern Baptist – not SBC registered), North
American Baptist Conference, American Baptist Association, and the New Testament
Association of Independent Baptist Churches. This resulted in participants across 26 states and
Canada. Interestingly, in completing the database, it was discovered that conferences/
associations within the United States listed churches in Canada and Canadian associations listed
churches in the United States.
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An email was generated, similar to the email that was sent to the target participants,
which contained information on why they were being contacted, the purpose and importance of
their participation, and the link to the survey. Once the participant clicked on the link they were
taken to a consent form located on Survey Monkey which contained all the information required
for formal consent. In order to continue to the survey or to opt out of the survey, the participant
had to click yes or no at the bottom of the consent form.
In an effort to ensure anonymity and security of the participant’s information, Survey
Monkey was not used to send the email invitations. Instead, the email was generated as a
Microsoft Word document and an email merge was conducted using a combination of Microsoft
Word, Excel, and Outlook. This allowed the researcher to maintain control of the participant’s
information and only utilize the researcher’s computer for emailing the invitations. Only the link
in the email would take the participant to Survey Monkey for the consent form and survey.
Once the email invitations were sent to the 542 participants there were 47 undeliverable
emails. After allowing some time for participants to take the survey, it was closed for results.
The total responses were 61 with 1 participant that clicked no to taking the survey resulting in an
11% response rate. Of the 60 participants that chose yes, there was a 70% completion rate or 43
participants that completed the survey with an average completion time of 20 minutes.
Once the survey was closed to respondents on Survey Monkey, the data was exported
into an Excel spreadsheet and into an IBM SPSS data file. Using IBM SPSS, a statistical
analysis was conducted resulting a Cronbach’s Alpha score of .937 with no increase or
decrease resulting from removal of any of the 110 statements tested (see Tables 1a and 1b).
The specific results of the Pilot Study were not analyzed and were not included in the data
relevant to the primary research objective. Their responses were only relevant to providing
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validity and internal consistency for the instrument.
As stated above, and as part of the initial contact with all potential respondents, there
was information provided as to the purpose of the research in a general sense. So as not to
taint the results, but in no way attempt to mislead, the specific outcome for the research as to
which leadership style they were identified with and information concerning a model of
servant-leadership was not included in the information (email or consent form) to
participants. Cozby and Bates (2015) state that, “It may have occurred to you that providing
all information about the study to participants might be unwise. Providing too much
information could potentially invalidate the results of the study. . . ,” (p. 54). Sieber (1992)
adds to that statement by stating, “. . . researchers usually will withhold information about the
hypothesis of the study or the particular condition an individual is participating in,” (p. 64).
Participants were informed that the study was to determine the predominant style of
leadership currently occurring within the ministry of the Southern Baptist denomination.
That is 100% accurate for the initial primary purpose of the study. Some participants may
have been intuitive enough to interpret the survey statements and get a general feel for where
the study was going, but they had nothing more than a general perception to go on. If the
researcher had been compelled to provide full disclosure, then the study would have had to
have been canceled and another subject area chosen for research.
Precedence has been set among researchers and research which has been conducted
over the last 50 years which convincingly shows that there are times when full disclosure to
participants can taint the results and harm the study. Especially when a study such as the
current study had no chance of inflicting any harm, physical or emotional, on the participants
(Cozby, & Bates, 2015; & Sieber, 1995). To fully divulge the purpose of a research study
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typically can result in a participant answering the survey in a manner that puts them in the
best light or provides responses the participant believes the researcher wants as a result.
It was, and still is, strongly believed that this study is of that caliber. According to a
study conducted by Randall and Fernandes (1991), there is an inherent bias that comes with
the use of self-reporting instruments. That bias is identified by the researchers as a “social
desirability response bias,” (p. 1). This type of bias is said to result from normal human
behavior which strongly desires to avoid answering questions in a way, or having their
behavior to be, interpreted in such a manner as to be deemed socially inappropriate (Randall,
& Fernandes, 1991).
In the case of this research, if participants were fully informed that the first portion of
the survey was to result in narrowing the research to a primary focus on servant-leadership,
then it would have been much easier for a participant to narrow down the statements that
they believe relate to servant-leadership in the first section of the survey, resulting in a false
picture of the desired results for the second portion. This would in turn result in a larger
number of participants being included in the second portion of the survey who would not
have been included under ideal circumstances. Inclusion of the skewed data would have had
the result of being included in the statistical analysis for rejecting or not rejecting the
hypotheses. Therefore, tainting the study and skewing the data of the research directly
affecting the final analyses.
In defense of not providing full disclosure of its second primary purpose, the results
of the study for both the predominant leadership style and the baseline servant-leadership
model cannot be linked back to any individual participant. That information is not available
to anyone, even this researcher, and the final reported results will only be displayed as an
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aggregate. The results of the research will only be used to identify the predominant
leadership style and servant-leadership model of Southern Baptist ministry leaders.
Typically, a discussion concerning debriefing would follow any information
concerning what could be considered deception involving the lack of full-disclosure.
However, in this case the IRB, during the application approval process, deemed that
deception was not occurring to the degree that debriefing would be necessary. Their
justification was that due to the high level of anonymity, the fact that the participants did not
know the final result of their responses, was not considered deception by the IRB and
therefore did not require debriefing. The individual or cumulative responses could not be tied
back to any individual making the need for debriefing moot.
The security and privacy of participant information was, and is, of paramount
importance. The coding of data took place through a process that ensured anonymity. Only
the researcher has the information as to the individuals which were contacted to participate in
the research. However, even the researcher does not have access to any information which
will identify who actually participated. Once the email invitations were sent, there was no
possibility of tracking who responded and/or completed the survey.
In full disclosure however, Survey Monkey does capture the Internet Protocol (IP)
addresses of respondents, but that information was deleted by this researcher when the data
was exported from Survey Monkey to the researchers computer for statistical and numerical
analysis. After the exporting of data and the need for any information contained on Survey
Monkey was completed, the Survey Monkey account was deleted, and that information was
purged from their server(s) (Survey Monkey’s policy is to purge an account and all related
information 60-days after closing the account). While there cannot be 100% assurance of that
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purge, the researcher is the only individual who would have knowledge of the username and
password to the previous account which has been closed. This also applies to the data that
was gathered for the target group discussed in the next several paragraphs.
Now that the Pilot Study was completed and the instrument was statistically shown to be
valid, consistent, and reliable, an Excel spreadsheet database was created using the same process
as for the Pilot Study with the exception of where the contact information originated. The listing
of State Conventions from the 2020 SBC Annual was used to locate associations within the 35
states and 1 territory (Puerto Rico). Six of the states listed by the SBC did not have an online
presence, so associations for those states could not be determined electronically. Instead, those
State’s most current Annual Report was printed and placed in reserve for the final 5,000
participants if they were needed.
As stated earlier in the chapter, the association listings were primarily used to locate
church websites as the association pages most often did not contain the needed information or
the data was outdated or incomplete. Most often, internet searches were required to find the
church webpage and to gather the needed data. Also, during this time the survey was modified on
Survey Monkey to contain the five demographic questions that preceded the remainder of the
survey. The total questions/statements were now 115 with an additional question on the consent
form of yes or no. After the first database contained 5,000 participants, the email invitation was
modified to appeal to SBC ministry leaders while the consent form was unchanged. Once these
actions were complete, the email invitations were sent.
The same process of Microsoft Word, Excel, and Outlook was used to generate and send
the emails to the participants. For the sake of time and writing space, not to mention the reader of
this text, the total participant group will be combined as an aggregate process. The use of a
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second database of 5,000 was created and sent to obtain the sample size needed for
generalizability. The third set of 5,000 participants was never created as the need never arose.
In total, email invitations were sent to 10,000 SBC ministry leaders of all ethnic
backgrounds and nationalities listed on the associational webpages or found on church websites
over a period of 9 months. Once the surveys for the two groups were closed, the data was
collected and exported to an Excel spreadsheet and into the IBM SPSS program. There were 436
undeliverable emails or 4% that were not received by the participant. The results were 665
returned surveys or a 6.65% return rate for 10,000 participants with an average completion rate
of 77% and an average completion time of 21 minutes. Taking into account the completion rates
for both groups left a total 503 completed surveys with a few exceptions.
There were 46 participants that completed the Likert Scale portion of the survey but
chose to skip the demographic questions. Their data is important for the Leadership Style and
Baseline Model portion of the research and a decision was made that their impact on the overall
demographic portion of the data was not that significant, but their leadership data for style and
model were significant to the overall research. There was also one participant who scored evenly
on 4 of the 5 leadership styles and that participant was excluded from the research, which left a
remaining count of 502 participants. The data as to the final count of servant leaders, the results
of the predominant leadership style, the model of servant leadership which is predominant, and
the generalizability of those results will be discussed in Chapter 4.
There will be several tables and graphs that display the demographic data (see Tables 2ae and Figures 1-5), which are contained in Chapter Four, and a portion of that demographic data
has been used in answering research questions three and four and hypotheses three and four. The
data on the various leadership styles, other than servant-leadership have been numerically
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analyzed and listed in Tables 3 and 4 in Chapter Four. However, it was the data for the
participants whose results identified them as having a predominant leadership style of servant
leader that were of the most interest to this research.
Data Analyses and Statistical Procedures
Data Analyses
The research survey was conducted through the online site of Survey Monkey which
automatically captured the results (data). The initial content of the survey was to capture the
demographic information and the scores to statements related to specific leadership styles and
the specific baseline model used. Once servant-leaders were identified by the response score
using the key, the aggregate scores, using the 5-point Likert Scale, identified which of the two
models a leader predominantly used based on a separate key (Appendix A). The demographic
information captured data as to: age range; years/months in current position; current leadership
role; highest level of education; and number of individuals supervised.
The portion of the demographic data which captured position and education were used to
answer two of the research questions, RQ3 and RQ4. A table and figure were developed within
the answer to RQ3 and the explanation is given in that section, but a table and figure were not
created for RQ4 which is also explained in that same section. The same demographic data also
provided statistical results for rejecting or not rejecting two of the hypotheses--H03 and H04.
The aggregate numerical score for the first 25 Likert Scale statements provided data in answering
RQ1 (see Tables 3 and 4).
The aggregate numerical score for the remaining 86 Likert Scale statements provided
data in answering RQ2 (see Tables 5 and 6a-c) and provided data for statistical analysis in
answering H01 and H02 (see Tables 8 and 9) located in Chapter Four. There are additional tables
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and figures in Chapter Four for the remaining demographic data which will provide useful visual
breakdowns for the reader/reviewer. That data is comprised of a participant’s age range,
years/months in current position, and number of individuals supervised. This data is not directly
relevant to the study, but was included for analytical reasons and for possible future research.
However, the data does offers background information for readers and future researchers.
Other researchers or readers may be interested in the age range, years/months of service, or
perhaps the number being supervised by the participants, but this study was not concerned with
relating that information to the data being analyzed. For this researcher, the leadership style
currently used by the participant and the baseline model being followed, at the time of the
research, was of primary interest for this study. It was also interesting to determine if a servantleader’s position and education were relevant to the results, so they were included and analyzed.
Upon closing the survey instrument, the data was exported from Survey Monkey to both
an Excel spreadsheet and into IBM SPSS. The purpose of using both software platforms was for
the ease of the researcher in analyzing the data. Excel is a much better program for charting and
table building then IBM SPSS. Whereas, IBM SPSS is a much better program for statistical
analysis.
Statistical Procedures
Research questions 1-4 will be answered through a numerical aggregate score and the
details of the numerical data will be displayed in various tables in Chapter Four (see Tables 3-7
and Figure 6). However, RQ2 was also statistically analyzed using a paired t-test to determine if
there was a statistically significant difference between the score of the social-science model and
the biblical model for the ministry leaders who had a predominant leadership style of servantleader (see Tables 5 and 6A-c). According to Field (2009), a paired t-test is used to show the
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existence or non-existence of any differences between two variables for the same subject. The
paired t-test can determine whether the mean difference between two sets of observations is zero.
In a paired sample t-test each subject is measured twice, resulting in pairs of observations.
The results of the paired t-test can show if the scores of the social-science model are
statistically significantly higher than the score of the biblical model for ministry leaders that had
a predominant servant-leader style of leadership or vice versa. The result will show which model
more closely aligns with servant-leadership among the participants. In statistically analyzing H01
through H04 various statistical measures were used.
In responding to H01, a two sample t-test was used to determine if there was a
statistically significant difference in the score of the social-science model based on the servantleadership style. The two-sample t-test is used to determine if two population means are equal
(Field, 2009). In responding to H02, a two sample t-test was used once again to make the same
type of determination, with the exception that the biblical model was analyzed in comparison to
servant-leadership in this analysis. In responding to H03 and H04 the two sample t-test was used
for each analysis as the only difference was the variable of position or education.
As will be discussed in more detail in Chapters Four and Five, the sample size for those
servant- leaders who followed the social-science model in responding to H03 and H04 was very
small. There are assumptions which must be satisfied when using two sample t-tests according to
Field (2009). Those assumptions are: 1. The independence of observations; 2. The dependent
variable should be approximately normally distributed for each group of the independent
variable; and 3. There needs to be homogeneity of variances (Field, 2009).
For H03 and H04 the independence assumption was satisfied as the participants of the
study were independent individuals. The normality assumption was checked using quantile-
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quantile (QQ) plots. Typically, QQ plots reveal if the data is normally distributed when the data
points lie closely to the 45-degree line of the plot. If the data is not normally distributed then the
data points will be scattered along the plot line. This scattering of data is called
homoscedasticity, and this was checked using a Levene’s test. The Levene’s test indicated a pvalue greater than 0.05 indicating that the homoscedasticity assumption had been satisfied.
One final statistical analysis was conducted using a paired t-test examining any difference
existing between the two variables of the baseline models using the total scores for each
participant for each model. Two assumptions must be satisfied using this analysis according to
Field (2009). Those assumptions are: 1. The observations are independent of one another; and 2.
The dependent variable (the difference between the total scores of the two baseline models)
should be approximately normally distributed (Field, 2009). The independence assumption was
satisfied as the participants of this study are independent individuals. The normality assumption
was checked using the QQ plot. The details of the results of the statistical analysis will be
discussed in further detail in Chapters Four and Five.
Summary
This study used a quantitative descriptive research method to capture data which helped
to determine the current predominant leadership style of ministry leaders in the Southern Baptist
denomination that are registered with the Southern Baptist Convention. Demographic
information was also captured in answering research questions three and four, and for possible
future study. The survey instrument that was used for the study was a newly developed survey
that was tested for integrity and reliability using known methods previously mentioned for that
purpose.
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The first portion of the survey instrument was used to specifically identify ministry
leader’s predominant leadership style based on their responses to the statements. The remainder
of the survey instrument’s statements were used to capture data from those ministry leaders who
are servant-leaders, as identified by their responses to the earlier portion of the survey
instrument. The data was then analyzed to identify which baseline model (social-science or
biblical) those leaders more closely aligned with for their style of servant-leadership.
As previously discussed, email invitations were sent to 10,000 participants who were
randomly selected through highly serendipitous means as described in previous paragraphs.
Included in the email was the importance of the study and the importance of their role in
completing the survey (Appendix B). Also, within the body of the email was the purpose of the
study and the protection of their information and responses. As stated previously, when the
participant clicked on the link in the email they were immediately taken to the Consent Form.
The participant was then requested to read the consent agreement and click yes or no to consent
or not consent. A yes response allowed the participant to continue to the survey.
As discussed, there were no research studies that were discovered, through an extensive
search and literature review, that have sought to identify the predominant leadership style for
ministry leaders, and specifically ministry leaders within the Southern Baptist denomination.
Also, there were no studies discovered which have sought to also identify the source of that style.
This study strove to fill the extensive gap in that knowledge base, for the body of Christ as a
whole, and specifically the Southern Baptist denomination. The data obtained through this study
has revealed the predominant leadership style of SBC ministry leaders, and has determined
which model those leaders use predominantly. As a final result, this data was statistically
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generalizable to the much larger SBC ministry leadership population. The details of those results
are discussed in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS
Overview
In the first three chapters, the problem being researched was developed through providing
the background of the issues leading to the identified problem to be researched. After specifically
identifying the current problem, the purpose of the research was clearly stated. This was
followed by research questions and hypotheses being developed with the accompanying
assumptions and delimitations of the research. Terminology pertinent to the research has been
defined and the significance of the study and research design were reviewed. It should be noted
that definitions that were used and identified for biblical gifts and callings and leadership styles
were not meant to be comprehensive and definitive, but were to give the reader the chosen
foundational terms and definitions leading to the development of this research endeavor.
As mentioned in those previous chapters and in the list of terms, many of the definitions
for the leadership styles and biblical gifts and callings are controversial, and the definitions, as of
the date of this research, are still without majority agreement. Conducting a panel of experts to
reach an agreed upon definition for many of the terms was considered but rejected. The reason
for that rejection was based on the fact that even though a panel of X-number of experts may
reach consensus on definitions, it can be strongly argued that an opposite number of experts can
reach consensus and agreement on a different definition. As mentioned in previous texts, there
has been no definitive agreement for many years. Therefore, the definitions for the terms listed
are based on what this researcher considers to be the closest to biblical teachings, while others
stem from the majority of social-science leadership definitions and terms. Many of which
resulted from a review of the existing literature.
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Also contained in the previous chapters was a comprehensive literature review that was
conducted to include an exhaustive discussion for the purpose of giving the theological,
theoretical, and related literature germane to the research problem. The existing gap in the
literature was identified and the profile of the current research outlined. These areas were
followed by a comprehensive discussion of the entire research methodology by defining,
discussing, and outlining not only the research questions and hypotheses, but also the sampling
procedure of the population being studied.
Following the discussion concerning the sampling procedures, the limits of
generalization, the instrument used and how it was found to be valid and reliable were provided.
Included, was a thorough explanation of the research procedures used for the study, which
culminated in the discussion and identification of the data analysis and statistical procedures
used for the study. Moving forward from those points will be a detailed discussion of the data
which resulted from the study, the numerical and statistical analyses of that data, and the findings
resulting from that analyses.
Research Questions.
RQ1. What leadership style (Autocratic/Authoritarian, Bureaucratic, Democratic,
Laissez-faire, and Servant-Leader), is the most predominant for ministry leaders within the
Southern Baptist denomination?
RQ2. For those ministry leaders that have a predominant leadership style of servantleadership, which baseline model (social-science or biblical) most closely aligns with their style
of servant-leadership?
RQ3. For those ministry leaders that have a predominant leadership style of servantleadership, what is the predominant leadership role (senior pastor, pastor, associate pastor, elder,
or other) that also predominantly follow the social-science model?
RQ4. For those ministry leaders that have a predominant leadership style of servantleadership, what is the predominant level of education (high school, bachelors, masters,
doctorate) that also predominantly follow the social-science model?
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Null Hypotheses.
H01. There will be no significant difference between the social-science baseline model
currently found among Southern Baptist ministry leaders based on their responses to the research
questions.
H02. There will be no significant difference between the biblical baseline model
currently found among Southern Baptist ministry leaders based on their responses to the research
questions.
H03. There will be no significant difference between the leadership positions found
among Southern Baptist ministry leaders who predominantly follow the social-science model of
servant-leadership based on their responses to the research questions.
H04. There will be no significant difference between the educational level found among
Southern Baptist ministry leaders who predominantly follow the social-science model of servantleadership based on their responses to the research questions.
Compilation Protocol and Measures
As mentioned in previous chapters, the instrument used for this study was a newly
developed hybrid of previously used and validated instruments. The hybridization occurred
when additional statements were added, statements were deleted, or statements were changed
significantly in their wording, and arranged in such a way that the final instrument was not
recognizably used in any previous similar study discovered. A pilot study was conducted, and the
results of that study were used to measure the new instrument’s validity and internal consistency.
The validity measures were discussed and identified in the previous discussion. A statistical
analysis of a (Cronbach’s Alpha) was discussed and identified, but the actual test result table was
not included in that discussion. That test result can be seen in Tables 1a and 1b below. Once the
instrument was shown to be valid and internally consistent, the primary research was conducted.
Table 1 - Cronbach’s Alpha of the Leadership Style Assessment Survey
Table 1a. Case Processing Summary – Pilot Study
N
Cases

Valid
Excludeda

%
43

100.0

0

.0
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Total

43

100.0

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.

Table 1b. Reliability Statistics – Pilot Study
Cronbach's

Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized

Alpha

Items
.937

N of Items
.945

110

After completion of the research, an additional Cronbach’s Alpha test was conducted to compare
the results with a much larger participant group. Those results can be seen in Tables 1c and 1d
below. As can be seen in comparing the two test results from Table 1b and Table 1d, the overall
results are very similar.
Table 1c. Case Processing Summary - Research
N
Cases

Valid

%
502

100.0

0

.0

502

100.0

Excludeda
Total
a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.

Table 1d. Reliability Statistics – Research
Cronbach's

Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized

Alpha

Items
.919

N of Items
.931

110

The results from two separate Cronbach Alpha tests show the newly developed hybrid
instrument to be valid and internally consistent. While the results of a Cronbach’s Alpha has its
own importance concerning the use of an instrument, it is the analysis of the actual data resulting
from the research that becomes of utmost concern and interest. Various methods within IBM
SPSS were used to analyze that data. Beginning with the demographic information gathered, the
discussion will follow the research questions and hypotheses.
The demographic data was used to answer all four of the research questions, RQ1-RQ4,
which required numerical data to determine the result. In addition to numerical analysis, certain
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research questions were also statistically analyzed, such as RQ2-4. Research question RQ2 was
statistically analyzed to determine if there was a significant difference between the total scores of
the social-science model and the biblical model for each participant. The result was also used to
determine which model more closely aligned to their style of servant-leadership.
The hypotheses, H01-H04, were statistically analyzed using a two-sample t-test. For H01
the two sample t-test was used to determine if the two population means (servant-leadership
versus non-servant-leadership) were equal. In analyzing H02, the two sample t-test was used to
determine if there was a statistically significant difference between the score on the biblical
model based on their predominant leadership style.. The third hypothesis, H03, was analyzed
using a two sample t-test to determine if there was a statistically significant difference in the
score of the social-science model based on their leadership role.
The same statistical analysis was conducted on H04 with the difference being to
determine if there was a statistically significant difference in the score of the social-science
model based on their educational level. The numerical and statistical analyses will be further
explained in future paragraphs to include tables and figures. A breakdown of the data follows.
Demographic and Sample Data
As discussed and described in earlier sections and paragraphs, the population consisted of
ministry leaders within churches that are currently registered with the SBC, of which there are
47,530 as stated in the SBC 2020 Annual Report. As the total number of ministry leaders is
nebulas and cannot be truly known at any one point in time, the somewhat fixed number of
churches was used as the total population group for which the needed sample size was drawn so
as to be generalizable to the overall population.
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The sample size, based on the use of two different online statistical sample size
calculators was between 370 and 333 at a 95% confidence level and a 5% margin of error
(https://www.qualtrics.com/experience-management/research/determine-sample-size,
https://www.calculator.net/sample-size-calculator.html). As stated earlier, that sample size was
needed for those who identified themselves, through scores on the 5-point Likert Scale survey
instrument, as having servant-leadership as their predominant leadership style. This fact meant
that taking into account there would probably be those who did not meet that criteria, the overall
sample size needed to be larger. Other factors in that decision were that the instrument would be
utilized electronically, limiting the response rate, the budget for the study was extremely limited,
and the researcher was working alone.
Taking all of those factors into account, it was decided that the proposed participant
group of SBC ministry leaders to receive invitations to participate was 15,000. This participant
number was approved by the IRB. However, it was also proposed and approved that the
invitations would be sent in groups of 5,000 until the needed sample size was realized. Once the
first group of 5,000 invitees received their invitation, the survey was left open until the number
of surveys taken reached zero for several days. Then the survey was closed and the results
analyzed.
The analysis of the first group resulted in the needed sample size not being realized.
Therefore, a second group of 5,000 invitations were sent, resulting in a total of 10,000 invitations
being sent over a 9-month period of time. The total participant count after two groups of invited
participants completed the survey was 665 or a return rate of 6.65%. After reviewing the data of
returned surveys and eliminating those who did not fully complete the survey instrument’s Likert
Scale statements, the final resulting participant group was 502.
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However, as mentioned previously, 46 of that group of 502 did not provide demographic
information, but did fully complete the primary instrument data for leadership style and
leadership model. It was determined that those participants data for those sections would be
included in the final result and the demographic information would be left as missing data. It is
the leadership style and model which are the primary focus of this research and the demographic
data plays a secondary role. Of the 502 participants, 347 of them were identified as servantleaders based on their score. With those results, the survey instrument was closed, and the 3rd
group of 5,000 participants was not created or used for this research.
Data Analysis and Findings
This section includes tables and graphs categorizing the demographic data that was
obtained in the research. These are followed by tables containing statistical analysis for the
research questions and hypotheses where appropriate. A discussion of the findings listed in this
chapter will be more fully discussed in Chapter Five. The discussion that immediately follows
concerns the demographic data obtained from the research.
Demographic Questions
Demographic Question One
The first demographic question was the participant’s age range. Table 2a and Figure 1
give a clear indication of the age range of the participants. The table lists the frequency of each
age range, while the graph gives the percentage of that age range among the aggregate
participant population. Even though this data will not be used to answer any research questions
or hypotheses, it is important information in how it reveals that the vast majority of the
participants are ministry leaders with significant life experience. The largest percentage of
participants, which made up 62% of the sample population, were 45 years of age and older
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(Table 2). Figure 1’s percentages are skewed due to rounding the age range for such a small
participant number in the 18-24 age group. However, the results give the correct indication.
Table 2 Descriptive Statistics for Demographic Variables (N = 502) Aggregated
Table 2a. Age Range*
Age Range
Total

18-24
2

25-34
34

35-44
109

45-54
107

55-64
131

65+
73

*46 participants missing data

Figure 1. Age Range

Demographic Question Two
The second demographic question gave a range of time that the participant had been in
their current position. Table 2b and Figure 2 contain that data. The table list the frequency of the
range of months/years a participant had held their current position and the graph gives the
percentage that each participant contributed to the overal population of the sample group.
The participants acutal position will be listed and graphed in Table 2c and Figure 3. Of
importance, as it concerns the overall data set, is that the data clearly reveals that the overall
majority of participants in the research have been in their positions for a significant amount of
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time. In fact, 58% (267) have been in their positions 6 years or more with a significant number of
that group having 16+ years in their position. Those with less than 6 years made up 42% (189) of
the participant group. It could be argued that this provided an adequate balance to the study. The
data also reveals that the majority of participants in the study have significant experience as
leaders in Christ’s Church as undershepherds.
Table 2b. Years/Months in Position*
Years/Months in Position
Total

0-2
71

2-5
118

6-15
165

16+
102

*46 participants missing data

Figure 2. Years/Months in Position

Demographic Question Three
The third demographic question for the participants involved identifying their primary
position. Table 2c and Figure 3 lists and provide the percentages of those participants who
completed the survey instrument identifying their current position. It is quickly recognizable that
pastors made up the largest percentage of those taking the survey. This is even more significant
when adding in those participants who are in effect co-pastors, but simply hold a position by
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another title. These positions would include associate pastors, elders, executive pastors, and bivocational pastors that listed themselves in the other categories.
However, it was decided by this researcher that the delineation between the positions
could be important in showing that other ministry leaders provided input to this study. It could
also be argued that the entire list could simply be added to an aggregate whole as each position
included pastor in their title. It should be noted that no individual was added to the databases as a
potential participant if their position simply listed minister or director. Only if the contact
information listed their position as a pastor were they considered. Pastor in a staff position
typically signifies ordination and holds a definite distinction from a person simply appointed or
hired to hold a position. This data will become important when answering RQ3.
Table 2c. Current Position Held*
Position
Pastor
Elder
Associate
Children/Student
Next Gen
Executive
Education
Outreach
Campus
Discipleship
Missions
Family
Pastoral Care
Senior Adult
Other
*46 participants missing data

Total
249
17
40
35
2
19
5
1
8
13
13
10
9
6
29
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Figure 3. Current Position Held

Demographic Question Four
The fourth demographic question asked the participant for their highest education level.
Table 2d and Figure 4 lists the educational level of the participants and the percentage of what
level of education comprised the sample population. It can be clearly seen that those holding a
master’s degree comprised the largest total and percentage of the participants. Those holding a
doctorate were in a somewhat distant second place followed by those with a bachelor’s degree.
This data will be seen again in answering RQ4. As this data is further analyzed it will be
important to realize, and will be further discussed in Chapter Five, that assumptions could be
made, at this juncture, that the more educated a leader might be, the more of the world’s wisdom
one might adopt. The reader might be somewhat surprised at the outcome.
Table 2d. Education Level*
Education Level

Total
*46 participants missing data

High
Associates
School or
Degree
Equivalent
32
19

Bachelor’s
Degree

Master’s
Degree

Doctorate

82

217

106
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Figure 4. Education Level

Demographic Question Five
The fifth and final demographic question asked the participant how many individuals
they directly supervised. Table 2e and Figure 5 reveal the number of individuals participants
supervise. While the data will not be used to answer any research questions or hypotheses, the
data does serve to reinforce other demographic information concerning leadership, age, time in
position, and education level.
The data shows that a large majority (287) of the participants supervise 3 or more
individuals on a daily basis while also performing their other ministry leadership obligations. It
can be argued that the information at face value gives clear indication that the majority of
participants are experienced ministry leaders who also have the heavy responsibility of guiding
other leaders. This would seem to lend weight to their input in the study.
Table 2e. Number Supervised*
Number Supervised
Total
*46 participants missing data

0-2
171

3-5
120

6-10
98

11+
69
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Figure 5. Number Supervised

Research Questions
Research Question One
What leadership style (Autocratic/Authoritarian, Bureaucratic, Democratic, Laissez-faire,
and Servant-Leader), is the most predominant for ministry leaders within the Southern Baptist
denomination? The data listed in Table 3 is derived from the numerical data aggregated using the
answer key (Appendix A-Table A1) for the 5 leadership styles based on participant’s responses
to the first 25 statements within the 5-point Likert Scale. The data shows that Style E listed on
the key, which is servant-leader, is the predominant style of the participants completing the
survey.
Table 3. Numerical Analysis for RQ1 – Predominant Leadership Style
Predominant Leadership Style for Southern Baptist Ministry Leaders
N=502* Autocratic Bureaucratic Democratic
Total**

33

6

15

LaissezFaire
83

Servant-Leader
347

* Total is missing 1 participant eliminated from the data due to scoring equally on 4 leadership styles.
**The above totals for all leadership styles which are not servant-leaders are missing 17 participants due to
participants scoring equally on at least 2 leadership styles. (AB-5, AC-2, AD-3, BD-3, CD-2, ABC-1, ACD-1)
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Measuring the frequency of the data for the five leadership styles using IBM SPSS, Table
4 shows that Style E had the highest mean and median score of the five styles and had the second
lowest standard deviation of those styles. This information serves to reinforce what the numerical
analysis revealed, which is that Style E was by far the predominant style. Style E also had the
highest minimum and maximum scores of the 5 styles over the 25 statements.
Table 4. Statistical Analysis for RQ1 – Predominant Leadership Style
Style_A
N

Valid

Style_B

Style_C

Style_D

Style_E

502

502

502

502

502

0

0

0

0

0

Mean

16.9562

16.3426

17.2849

18.4980

20.0857

Median

17.0000

16.0000

17.0000

19.0000

20.0000

Std. Deviation

2.69584

2.23967

2.07459

2.42142

2.12734

17.00

14.00

12.00

13.00

13.00

Minimum

7.00

8.00

11.00

11.00

12.00

Maximum

24.00

22.00

23.00

24.00

25.00

Missing

Range

Research Question Two
For those ministry leaders that have a predominant leadership style of servant-leadership,
which baseline model (social-science or biblical) most closely aligns with their style of servantleadership? In reviewing Table 5 one can see that it shows the numerical results of adding the 5point Likert Scale scores for each of the models using the statement key (Appendix A-Table A2)
for the 86 statements used for the model assessment. It would appear that the overwhelming
majority of those with the predominant leadership style of servant-leadership follow the biblical
model. While numerically that is a fact, it can be somewhat misleading to put too much weight
on the results at this point in the findings. This issue will be further discussed in Chapter Five.
Table 5. Numerical Analysis for RQ2 – Predominant Baseline Model
Servant-leader style of leadership, what baseline model (social-science or biblical)
N=347
Social-science Model
Biblical Model
Servant-leader style
6
341
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A statistical analysis was also conducted to determine if there was a statistically
significant difference between the score of the social-science model and the biblical model (see
Tables 6a-c). The analysis used a paired t-test, which is typically used when it is desired to
determine if there is a difference between two variables for the same subject. The paired t-test
can determine whether the mean difference between the two sets of observations is zero. In a
paired t-test, each subject is measured twice, resulting in pairs of observations.
Table 6. Statistical Analysis for RQ2 – Baseline Models
Table 6a. Paired Samples Statistics
Std. Error
Mean
Pair 1

N

Std. Deviation

Mean

BM_Total

186.6715

347

13.04245

.70016

SM_Total

161.2997

347

13.03561

.69979

Table 6b. Paired Samples Correlations
N
Pair 1

BM_Total & SM_Total

Correlation
347

Sig.

.489

.000

Table 6c. Paired Samples T-Test
Paired Differences

95% Confidence

Mean
Pair 1 BM_Total -

25.37176

Std. Deviation

Std.

Interval of the

Error

Difference

Mean

13.18466 .70779

Lower

Upper

t

23.97965 26.76387 35.846

df

Sig. (2-tailed)

346

.000

SM_Total

The first item of interest is located in Table 6a which shows that there is a difference in
the mean between the biblical model (BM Total) and the social-science model (SM Total). The
main focus however, in on Table 6c. In Table 6c the data reveals the numerical difference
between the two variables (BM and SM Total), and that there is a statistically significant
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difference between them at p=0.000. To be thorough, an additional measure was taken to
determine Cohen’s d which reveals effect size.
According to Goulet-Pelletier and Cousineau (2018), researchers in the social sciences
are typically seeking answers to two major questions. The first question: “Is there an effect in the
population?”; and the second question: “Is that effect big or small?” (Goulet-Pelletier, &
Cousineau, 2018, p. 2). The first question is typically answered using most any statistical
formula which reveals a p value. In the case of this research study the p value is 0.000. To those
well versed in statistics that might be enough information.
However, that value does not help to answer the second question for many other
readers/reviewers. To determine effect size a formula typically found outside of most software
programs and also not typically found in many statistic textbooks, is the Cohen’s d. The Cohen’s
d formula most often used is d= t/sqrt of n. In the case of this study, t is found in Table 6c and is
35.846 which is divided by the square root of n which is the population size. In this instance the
population can be found in tables 6a or 6b and is 347. Calculating those figures using the formula
results in a d value of 10.33, also called the effect size.
According to Sawilowsky (2009), that effect size is huge. However, some readers might
still ask, “What does effect size mean? Effect size tells the researcher how meaningful the
relationship between the variables is or how meaningful the difference is between the variables.
In this case, the difference between the social-science model and the biblical model is markedly
significant, or in the terms used by Sawilowsky--huge.
Research Question Three
For those ministry leaders that have a predominant leadership style of servant-leadership,

what is the predominant leadership role (senior pastor, pastor, associate pastor, elder, etcetera)
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that also predominantly follow the social-science model? Numerical analysis was used to
determine the result of the first half of the question for all participants. The reason for answering
the research question in this manner will be explained shortly.
The first step was to identify those participants who were predominantly servant-leaders
and then to determine their position. By viewing the results in Table 7 one is provided a

breakdown of the numerical data whereas Figure 6 gives the percentages for those various
positions.
Table 7. Numerical Analysis for RQ3 – Primary Position Held*
Position
Pastor
Elder
Associate
Children/Student
Next Gen
Executive
Education
Outreach
Campus
Discipleship
Missions
Family
Pastoral Care
Senior Adult
Other
*46 participants missing data

Total
249
17
40
35
2
19
5
1
8
13
13
10
9
6
29

Figure 6. Primary Position Held
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Figure 6 makes it more than obvious that pastors hold the predominant role for those who have
the predominant leadership style of servant-leader. However that only answers half of the
research question.
The other half of the research question adds a distinct qualifier to the question. Not only
is the primary role important, but the question also wants to know the primary role for those who

not only are servant-leaders, but more importantly those who follow the social-science model of
servant-leadership. Without creating another table and graph, this part of the question can be
easily answered within this text.
There were only 6 participants whose scores identified them as servant leaders and that
also followed the social-science model. Of those 6 participants, 3 were Pastors, 1 was a Pastor of
Education, and 1 was a Student Pastor. One additional participant did not provide demographic
information and could not be measured. So, the short answer once again is that Pastors held the
predominant position for not only being a servant leader, but also in following the social-science
model. However, due to such a small sample size for this category, it is best to answer the
question as being undetermined based on the lack of adequate data.
Research Question Four
For those ministry leaders that have a predominant leadership style of servant-leadership,
what is the predominant level of education (high school, bachelors, masters, doctorate) that also
predominantly follow the social-science model? As research question 4 follows a very similar
path as research question 3, it was determined not to task the reader with reviewing an additional
table and graph. As the analysis of the data to answer this research question only involved 6
participants, it is much simpler to just state the answer within this text.
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Of the 6 participants who were servant leaders and also followed the social-science
model there were 2 master’s degrees, 2 bachelor’s degrees, and 1 doctorate, and 1 participant that
did not provide any demographic information. If all the data for servant leaders were being
analyzed, the answer would have been an overwhelming educational level of a master’s degree
among the participants. However, for the 6 participants being focused on in this research

question, there is no predominant education level for this response. It could be argued that the
missing demographic information could have been the tie-breaker, or that graduate degrees were
predominant versus undergraduate, but neither of those points are a very strong argument. Due to
such a small sample size, it is best to just leave the response as undetermined based on the lack
of adequate data.
Hypotheses
Hypothesis One
There will be no significant difference between the social-science baseline model
currently found among Southern Baptist ministry leaders based on their responses to the research
statements. In testing this hypothesis, a two-sample t-test was used to determine if there was a
statistically significant difference in the score for the social-science model based on the
participant’s predominant leadership style (servant-leadership versus non-servant-leadership).
The two sample t-test was used to determine if the two population groups means were equal (see
Table 6).
There were also three assumptions that needed to be satisfied before the result could be
determined. The independence of the observations, that the dependent variable (social-science
score totals) are normally distributed for each group of the independent variable (predominant
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leadership style), and that the variances are homogeneous (Field, 2009). The independence
assumptions were satisfied as the participants of the study were independent individuals.
The normality assumption was checked using a Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk
test for normality (see Table 8). Table 8 reveals that the scores for the social-science model are
normally distributed for non-servant leaders but are not normally distributed for servant-leaders.
This is shown by the p value (Sig.) for both tests. Any significance (Sig.) score below p<0.05 is
significant whereas any score above or equal to that p value is not considered statistically
significant (see Table 8). Therefore the null hypothesis must be rejected as there is a significant
difference in the scores for the social-science model.
Table 8. Statistical Tests for H01 - Tests of Normality
Tests of Normality
0 "Non-servant

Kolmogorov-Smirnova

Shapiro-Wilk

leaders" 1 "Servant
leaders"
SM_total1

Statistic

df

Sig.

.00

.059

154

.200*

1.00

.059

348

.005

Statistic

df

Sig.

.985

154

.097

.991

348

.033

*. This is a lower bound of the true significance.
a.

Lilliefors Significance Correction

Hypothesis Two
There will be no significant difference between the biblical baseline model currently
found among Southern Baptist ministry leaders based on their responses to the research
questions. In testing this hypothesis, a two-sample t-test was used to determine if there was a
statistically significant difference in the score for the social-science model based on the
participant’s predominant leadership style (servant-leadership versus non-servant-leadership).
The two sample t-test was used to determine if the two population groups means were equal.
There were also three assumptions that needed to be satisfied before the result could be
determined. The independence of the observations, that the dependent variable (biblical model
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scores) are normally distributed for each group of the independent variable (predominant
leadership style), and that the variances are homogeneous (Field, 2009). The independence
assumptions was satisfied as the participants of the study were independent individuals.
The normality assumption was checked using a Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk
test for normality (see Table 9). Table 9 reveals the scores for the both the non-servant-leaders
and servant leaders are not normally distributed in the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, but only the
servant-leaders are not normally distributed based on the Shapiro-Wilk test. This is signified by
the p value (Sig.) for both tests. Any significance score below p=0.05 is statistically significant
whereas any score above or equal to that p value is not statistically significant (see Table 9).
Therefore the null hypothesis must be rejected based on the p value for both normality tests.
Table 9. Statistical Tests for H02 - Tests of Normality.
Tests of Normality
0 "Non-servant

Kolmogorov-Smirnova

Shapiro-Wilk

leaders" 1 "Servant
leaders"
BM_total1

a.

Statistic

df

Sig.

Statistic

df

Sig.

.00

.074

154

.037

.991

154

.435

1.00

.078

348

.000

.983

348

.000

Lilliefors Significance Correction

Hypothesis Three
There will be no significant difference between the leadership positions found among
Southern Baptist ministry leaders who predominantly follow the social-science model of servantleadership based on their responses to the research questions. In testing this hypothesis an
Independent Samples T-test would normally be performed by assigning the total scores for the
social-science model as the dependent variable and the leadership position of those servantleaders who have the social-science model as their predominant model as the independent
variable. However, it should be noted that the sample size was extremely small—only 6
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participants with 1 participant not providing demographic data. Therefore, the data cannot be
adequately tested for normal distribution as the sample size is too small.
There is also non-parametric test available (i.e., Mann-Whitney U test), as there is no
distributional assumption for non-parametric tests. However, due to the extremely small sample
size, it was not conducted. Therefore, the null hypothesis cannot be rejected or not rejected based
on the data available. This issue will be further discussed in Chapter Five.
Hypothesis Four
There will be no significant difference between the educational level found among
Southern Baptist ministry leaders who predominantly follow the social-science model of servantleadership based on their responses to the research questions. In testing this hypothesis an
Independent Samples T-test would normally be performed by assigning the total scores for the
social-science model as the dependent variable and the leadership position of those servantleaders who have the social-science model as their predominant model as the independent
variable. However, it should be noted that the sample size was extremely small—only 6
participants with 1 participant not providing demographic data. Therefore, the data cannot be
adequately tested for normal distribution as the sample size is too small.
As with H04, there is also non-parametric test available (i.e., Mann-Whitney U test), as
there is no distributional assumption for non-parametric tests. However, due to the extremely
small sample size, it was not conducted. Therefore, the null hypothesis cannot be rejected or not
rejected based on the data available. This issue will be further discussed in Chapter Five.
Evaluation of the Research Design
In the true spirit of transparency and honesty, the survey instrument used, while suitable
for the research, was not the instrument initially envisioned. The instrument was far too long to
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generate the level of response desired. The instrument envisioned was to be segmental based on
responses. A respondent was to provide the demographic data and then proceed to the leadership
style statements using the 5-point Likert Scale. At that point, those participants who did not score
their highest score in Style E (Servant-Leadership) would be finished with the survey at 30
questions/statements and have spent approximately 5-7 minutes of their time.
Those respondents who did score their highest score in Style E would be taken to the
second part of the survey. The second section, containing the two models of servant-leadership,
would consist of participants completing the remaining 86 statements adding an additional 15
minutes to their total time of completion. The ability to have that vision realized would have
meant a very lengthy and expensive creative process using a team that specialized in survey
creation. Survey Monkey’s team either did not possess that expertise (their response when asked
was that their system did not allow for such options), or they could not provide that service.
The length of the overall instrument was also detrimental to the response rate. Most
survey sites suggest a maximum of 30-40 questions/statements for optimal response rates. A
small, but significant number of respondents emailed the researcher concerning the length of the
survey and the time necessary to complete it. It was realized, by the researcher, that to create a
more condensed instrument, which achieved the same or hopefully better result, would take a
large number of pilot studies to identify the minimum number of statements required to achieve a
valid and consistent result using the same electronic method.
Another alternative would require a great deal of finances, time, and travel to conduct
personal interviews to complete the survey. As discussed previously, this would have eliminated
the confidentiality for the participant as to their anonymity and would have significantly
increased their self-reporting bias (answering in a way to put themselves in the best light or
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answering how they believed/felt the surveyor/researcher wanted them to respond). In that
situation the responses to the first section of the survey could be quickly analyzed, and if found
to be a servant-leader, move on to the second section.
However, the methods and instrument used in this research did provide a 6% response
rate, even though 10,000 respondents had to be contacted for that result. As well, the results did
provide sufficient data to be generalizable to the larger population. The design and/or
methodology of the research could be streamlined based on lessons learned by the experience of
conducting the research. The time and effort in contacting the SBC could be eliminated, and
building databases using the information located on associational websites could be altered. As
the information on those pages often proved unreliable and/or outdated, the list of churches could
simply be used to conduct internet searches. The internet searches which were conducted by this
researcher proved to be much more reliable than any other source.
It could be argued by some that simply printing each State Conventions most recent
Annual Report would have provided the list of all registered churches in the state, and a more
robust randomization could have been conducted. The counter argument would be that not every
state allowed or made available an electronic copy of their report; not every state held a state
convention conference/meeting (most especially due to Covid-19) resulting in a report being at
least one or more years out of date; not every church listed had an internet presence, and often
those that did, their website link was broken or hacked; and finally, not every church had a
pastor. This meant that under those circumstances, printed Annual Reports would still not have
resulted in true randomization.
An added note concerning pastor vacancies is that, based on respondent’s reply emails,
those churches which had an interim pastor did not feel that it was their place to participate. It
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would seem that they somehow felt that the survey was more about the church than themselves,
and there was not time to get into a detailed explanation to persuade them otherwise. There were
also an adequate, but fairly small number of invitees who considered the email invitation spam
and would not click on the link, but did take the time to let the researcher know they would not
be taking the survey due to a lack of familiarity with the researcher.
Based on the results of the study, the focus of the database could be limited to only
pastors (senior, lead, or otherwise), and those closely related (e.g., associate pastors, executive
pastors, and bi-vocational pastors). This suggested revision is based on the limited response rate
from other pastoral positions. Anyone reading or reviewing this research may or may not have
other suggestions that have eluded this researcher as to revising or improving the research
design. Those can be realized in any future research and perhaps may or may not be mentioned
in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS
Overview
This chapter will draw together all previous chapter’s content and create a discussion as
to the results, benefits, conclusions, limitations, and applications of the research that was
conducted. The chapter will also serve as a possible launching point for future and/or further
research of the subject matter that was studied. Then, in summation, the discussion will draw to a
close and provide some of the key takeaways from the research. Chapter 5 begins by restating
the purpose of the research and then moves into a thorough discussion of each research question
and hypothesis, basing the content of the dialogue on the results from Chapter 4.
Research Purpose
The purpose of this quantitative descriptive research study was to discover the most
predominant leadership style, of the five styles that were measured (Autocratic/Authoritarian,
Bureaucratic, Democratic, Laissez-faire, or Servant-Leader), which were found within the
ministry leadership of the SBC, and to discover which servant-leadership model (social-science
or biblical) was more predominantly followed by those indicating a servant-leadership style. The
impetus for the research stemmed from several factors affecting Christ’s Church as a whole and
the Southern Baptist denomination in particular.
As stated in Chapter 1, Roman Catholic, Orthodox, and mainline Protestant churches are
experiencing a steady decline in membership and baptisms over the last two decades (Gray,
2018). According to Shellnutt (2019), the SBC specifically has experienced a decline of 1.5
million members since 2006. This has included one state convention, 5 state associations, 88
local bodies (churches), and 291 mission efforts. The SBC overall has also seen a decline in
baptisms of over 7,000 during that same period of time (Shellnutt, 2019, p. 2). This begged one
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specific and primary question. What is causing this decline and how, with God’s help, can it be
reversed?
Much in the same way police automatically suspect a spouse when something nefarious
happens to the other spouse, negative trends in any large organization can most often be traced
directly to the leadership. While some may consider such a statement as anecdotal, this
correlation can also be derived directly from Scripture. In the Old Testament there exist a myriad
of kings which led the nations of Judah and Israel down the wrong path by not following God’s
clear instructions and commands. God’s Word describes these men as shepherds, but they are not
good shepherds and God deals with them accordingly. Scripture clearly reveals that God always
held the leader responsible for his actions and the actions of those that he was leading.
So, it is with that correlation of leadership and negative trends in mind that this research
strove to determine, through a quantitative descriptive study, what leadership style was
predominant among SBC ministry leaders, and for those who were determined to be servantleaders, which model (social-science or biblical) of servant-leadership were they predominantly
adhering to in performing their ministerial duties. As was discussed in Chapter 2, and will be
further discussed in this chapter, there was a distinct gap in the literature concerning the specific
issues which this research attempted to fill.
While the subject of servant-leadership has been studied in the past, an extensive
literature review did not reveal any previous studies which sought to study and determine what
style of leadership was predominant among SBC ministry leaders. Nor did any previous studies
seek to study and determine which model of servant-leadership did those ministry leaders, who
were determined to be servant-leaders, follow as their predominant model. As this discussion
progresses, it is important to keep in mind that the results and conclusions based on the data
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obtained, are specific to the SBC, and do not make any determinations or conclusions concerning
any other denomination. With that said, each research question and hypothesis will be discussed,
based on the results, as they apply to ministry leaders within the SBC registered churches.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
Research Questions
RQ1. What leadership style (Autocratic/Authoritarian, Bureaucratic, Democratic,
Laissez-faire, and Servant-Leader), is the most predominant for ministry leaders within the
Southern Baptist denomination?
RQ2. For those ministry leaders that have a predominant leadership style of servantleadership, which baseline model (social-science or biblical) most closely aligns with their style
of servant-leadership?
RQ3. For those ministry leaders that have a predominant leadership style of servantleadership, what is the predominant leadership role (senior pastor, pastor, associate pastor, elder,
or other) that also predominantly follow the social-science model?

RQ4. For those ministry leaders that have a predominant leadership style of servantleadership, what is the predominant level of education (high school, bachelors, masters,
doctorate, or other) that also predominantly follow the social-science model?
Hypotheses
H01. There will be no significant difference between the social-science baseline model
currently found among Southern Baptist ministry leaders based on their responses to the research
questions.
H02. There will be no significant difference between the biblical baseline model
currently found among Southern Baptist ministry leaders based on their responses to the research
questions.
H03. There will be no significant difference between the leadership positions found
among Southern Baptist ministry leaders who predominantly follow the social-science model of
servant-leadership based on their responses to the research questions.
H04. There will be no significant difference between the educational level found among
Southern Baptist ministry leaders who predominantly follow the social-science model of servantleadership based on their responses to the research questions.

181
Research Conclusions, Implications, and Applications
Research Conclusions
In previous paragraphs the discussion has concerned the survey instrument, the
randomness of choosing participants, the anonymity and confidentiality of the data, and the
limitations and weaknesses of the research. These areas will also be discussed in this chapter as
well. However, there is one major point that needs to be mentioned concerning the instrument
which has a direct impact for those who read/review the research. The major point is that Survey
Monkey, where the instrument was housed electronically, captures participant’s IP addresses
when they take the survey.
While the security implications and potential weakness/threat are discussed later, it
should be added that this one feature allowed the researcher to ensure that a participant did not
take the survey more than once, or at least not from the same device. As the survey was quite
lengthy, it seems implausible that a participant would even have the desire to do so. An added
benefit is that this serves to validate the results as an accurate picture of the sample population.
As the discussion continues concerning the areas mentioned it will also include conclusions,
implications, and applications that were based on the data obtained from the participants.
Research Question One
The first research question sought to determine the leadership style that was most
predominant among the ministry leaders within the SBC. As discussed in Chapter 3 and revealed
in Chapter 4, the data clearly showed and supported a determination that the servant-leadership
style of leadership was the most predominant among those leaders. This result is cause for
celebration among those who call themselves Southern Baptist, and especially among those
whose leaders are among that number. There is a caution however, in that the celebration should
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be a humble celebration as there are other points from the data that will be brought to light which
are somewhat troubling in nature. Also, in total transparency for this researcher, the results were
somewhat surprising, but the research was designed to eliminate that personal bias, and to allow
the data to speak for itself.
The first, and also primary aspect to the research, is that the sample group of participants
was randomly chosen, and the number of participants were large enough to be generalizable to
the whole population of SBC ministers. Second, is that the data results also showed that out of
the 502 leaders that completed the survey, 154 were determined not to be servant leaders. Of
those 154, there were 33 leaders which used the Autocratic Style only, 6 which used the
Bureaucratic Style only, 15 which used the Democratic Style only, and 83 which used the
Laissez-faire Style only. The definitions of these leadership styles were given in Chapter 1.
It is also important to mention that while these styles may contain some value and truth,
as conceptualized and determined by mankind, God in His Word only portrays one leadership
style, and that is of a servant/shepherd leader. Of those 154 leaders using a style other than
servant-leader, 17 scored equally in two or three of those other 4 styles of non-servantleadership. When looking at the data from a different perspective, it can be seen that of the 154
participants which were not determined to be servant-leaders, those participants made up
approximately 31% (30.67) of the total participant population. This point is significant and will
be further discussed later in this chapter.
Also revealed by the data was that of the 347, (1 participant was eliminated due to
scoring equally across 4 styles to include servant-leadership) which were determined to be
servant leaders, 84 (24%) scored equally across two or three of the other styles of leadership. As
mentioned in the previous chapter, based on a discussion with the dissertation supervisor and a
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professional statistician, a decision was made to include those 84 participants in the results as it
could not reasonably be determined which style was more dominant than another. However, it
should be noted and remembered that equal scores also equate to perhaps being as comfortable in
utilizing one leadership style as another.
There was a plan in place, as part of the initial methodology, to break ties in leadership
style scores, but that plan was found to be unusable. The plan was to use a majority of 4s and 5s
on the Likert Scale, in the tied areas, as a tie-breaking solution, but when put to use it was found
that each style within the tie had the same number of 4s and 5s nullifying the solution. The result
was that 347 leaders were determined to be servant-leaders, or approximately 69% of the sample
population. Once again, these results are cause for a humble celebration. The majority of SBC
ministry leaders were found to be servant-leaders.
Research Question Two
Research question two sought to determine which servant-leader model was predominant
among those SBC ministry leaders who were servant-leaders. As revealed by the results in
Chapter 4, there were 341 participants who were determined to follow the biblical model of
servant-leadership, and 6 participants which followed the social-science model. At face value
those results are significant for Kingdom purposes. Of the 341 servant-leaders whose score
determined they followed the biblical model, 2 participants scored equally for both models. As
was stated in research question one, there is cause for humble celebration.
The majority of SBC ministry leaders are servant-leaders and are following the biblical
model of that leadership style. This result was also surprising to this researcher based on the
review of prevalent literature and the vast amount of leadership publications found in Christian
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bookstores. There are times, it can be said, that it is great to be surprised about assumptions. To
God be the glory for the results of research questions one and two!
As it concerns the participants who scored equally on the two models, the benefit of the
doubt was shown to those 2 participants and they were included with the biblical model data and
not the social-science model data. It should be noted for research methodology purposes, that the
results could have just as easily gone the other direction or have been eliminated altogether. In
the bigger picture of the research, the 2 participants had little effect either way. The further
breakdown of the data revealed that 295 of the 341 participants clearly followed the biblical
model based on their scores being significantly higher for the biblical model than for the socialscience model.
Of the 341 biblical-model participants, 46 (13%) were further analyzed. The data
revealed that 12 participants were in, what this researcher would term the caution zone, as their
scores were within 12 points (ranging from 10 to 12 points) of their social-science score. Also
revealed were 34 participants whose scores in the biblical model were considered to be in, what
this researcher would term, the danger zone. Their scores were within 9 points (ranging from 0 to
9 points) of their social-science score which also included the 2 participants with tied scores
mentioned earlier.
While this researcher fully realizes that the labeling of scores as being in the caution and
danger zones is very subjective, it should be recognized by anyone reading or reviewing this
research, that when using 86 statements, with 43 statements identifying each model, the results
give an adequate picture of the strength or weakness of an individual’s leaning one way or the
other. As scores get closer together it can easily be determined by those experienced in research
or education (individuals experienced in analyzing test scores) that a leader is just as comfortable
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using one model as the other. As in taking most tests, surveys, or similar measuring instruments
that involve social-science matters (opinions, behaviors, feelings, etcetera) many times it can
depend on the day, the week, the month, external or internal events affecting mood or physical
health, or a myriad of other occurrences can determine how an individual will score or measure a
statement on a scale. The maximum score a leader could achieve would have been 215 points.
Fortunately, there was only one participant who scored the maximum points meaning
they clicked on “Strongly Agree” for every question representing the biblical model. Some
readers might respond to that statement by asking, “Why do you say fortunately?” The answer is
that under normal circumstances that participant’s data would have been deleted from the study.
However, based on the scores for that same participant for the social-science model that pattern
was not repeated throughout. This may signify two possibilities.
The first is that the participant was highly intuitive and figured out the pattern and the end
purpose. The other is that the participant truly followed the biblical pattern for servant-leadership
and scored accordingly. The latter seems more plausible as their score for the social-science
model was 53 points lower. One other factor plays into the psychology of how the participants
completed the instrument and that is in time of completion.
The average completion time for the 502 participants was 21 minutes. Taking into
account there were 5 demographic questions, followed by 111, 5-point Likert Scale statements, a
participant averaged 19 seconds per question/statement. This speaks to the content of the email
invitation sent to all participants in which they were asked several times to not overthink the
response, but to go with the first impulse in answering the Likert Scale statements and why that
would be important for the results of the study—basic reason given was a more honest response
(Appendix B).
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Research Question Three
Research question three sought to determine the predominant leadership position held by
not only those who had been determined to be servant-leaders, but also those servant-leaders
who followed the social-science model. As was revealed and discussed in Chapter 4, the
participants who followed the social-science model were only 6 leaders. While the predominant
leadership position for all servant-leaders was pastors, that does not answer the specific question
being asked. Based on the extremely small sample size, the data is inadequate to make any
determination to answer the question. Therefore, the best response is that the answer is
undetermined based on the available data provided to this research.
Research Question Four
Research question four sought a very similar answer involving the social-science model
with the only difference being level of education versus leadership position. This question was
also discussed in Chapter 4, and the determination is the same as research question three in that
the data is inadequate to make a determination. Therefore, the best response for this research
question based on the available data is also undetermined. The discussion will now move onto
the four hypotheses which were included in the research.
Hypothesis One
Hypothesis one desired to determine if there was a significant difference between the
social-science model scores among the SBC ministry leaders based on their responses. A twosample t-test was conducted to determine if there was a statistically significant difference in the
scores of participants based on their leadership style (servant-leaders versus non-servantleaders). The result of the paired sample t-test revealed that there was a significant difference
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among those scores which meant that the null hypothesis had to be rejected and the results of that
test can be seen in Table 8 which shows a p value of 0.033 based on p<0.05.
Hypothesis Two
Hypothesis two sought to determine if there was a significant difference between the
biblical model scores among the SBC ministry leaders based on their responses. Once again a
two-sample t-test was conducted to make the determination for any statistically significant
difference in the scores of those participants based on their leadership style (servant-leaders
versus non-servant-leaders). The result of the t-test revealed that there was a significant
difference between the scores and that the null hypothesis had to be rejected. This can be seen in
Table 9 which shows a p value of 0.000 based on p<0.05.
Hypotheses Three and Four
Hypotheses three and four sought to determine if there was a significant difference
between those who followed the social-science model of servant-leadership and their leadership
position and level of education, respectively. As was previously discussed in Chapter 4 for both
research questions three and four and hypotheses three and four, the data and sample size was
not adequate enough to make any determination or decision in not rejecting or rejecting the
hypotheses. This will be further discussed later in the chapter.
Research Implications
Typically a discussion would ensue that would contrast and compare the current research
study with the empirical and theoretical literature that was discussed in Chapter Two. However,
as mentioned in Chapter Two and the current chapter, there have been no previous empirical or
theoretical studies found in the existing literature that have sought to determine the two primary
research areas for this research study. Those areas were the predominant leadership style and
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predominant leadership model of ministry leaders in the SBC. Most especially there were no
studies discovered in the literature that used the large sample size this study invited and whose
results were generalizable.
One of the benefits envisioned by the researcher in completing this research was to add to
the gap in the literature concerning the leadership styles of SBC ministry leaders. Another
benefit was to add to the gap in the literature on the subject of servant-leadership—once again as
it concerned SBC ministry leaders. An additional benefit was to add to the gap in literature,
which literature is currently non-existent, as it concerned the two models of servant-leadership
which exists within SBC ministry leadership.
As mentioned in Chapter Two, there were the studies which had been conducted on
servant leadership and those that also involved Robert Greenleaf (social-science model). Another
study that was found in the available literature concerned servant-leadership from a biblical
model perspective. However, all the studies discovered in the available literature were of a very
small sample size, specific to one area of leadership style, or specific to a locale or geographic
area, or a specific type of church. There were also studies mentioned which studied servantleadership, but were strictly focused outside of the church.
The implications of this study, which at face value indicate that the SBC ministry
leadership are predominantly using servant-leadership as their leadership style, and are using the
biblical model. Both of these results are praiseworthy and God deserves all the glory and praise.
It should be noted that the comments/statements which follow are not meant or designed to
diminish from that statement, but are only meant to give a full picture of the results of the study.
As discussed earlier in this chapter, 295 of the 341 participants (87%) of those servantleaders who use the biblical model have a strong leaning toward that model. While the other 46
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(13%), participant’s scores would indicate that while they use the biblical model, they are
extremely close to also leaning toward, or comfortable in using, the social-science model. This
researcher suggest that the data reveals that the ministry leadership are not as biblically-solid as
the results would imply.
While not a specific implication, it does beg the question as to what would the result be if
the research were completed in another 5 or 10 years? Would it be the same, would it result in
more leaders using the biblical model, or would the result show an increase toward the socialscience model? While conjecture and anecdotal evidence could rule the day, there is currently no
literary research studies which can provide a response. Even the current research study cannot
provide an answer to that question.
However, the results of this study do imply that while humble celebration is warranted,
Holy Spirit driven caution is also warranted. The results also imply that the world’s wisdom is
making in-roads into the ministry leadership of the SBC. Perhaps this research is similar to
discovering a small foreign growth in the body while it is still very small and can be removed
before it does any more permanent damage. As mentioned in Chapter 1 in quoting C. S. Lewis
(2001),
We all want progress. But progress means getting nearer to the place where you want to
be. And if you have taken a wrong turning, then to go forward does not get you any
nearer. If you are on the wrong road, progress means doing an about-turn and walking
back to the right road; and in that case the man who turns back soonest is the most
progressive man, (p. 28).
One added point concerning the number of servant leaders and those following the
biblical model based on survey scores within the SBC ministry leadership. When reviewing or
reading research, and the numbers associated with that research, it can be easy to get lost in the
data without keeping in mind the larger implications of what those numbers mean. While the

190
discussion will continue as it concerns the implications of this research, it is important at this
point that the reader keep in mind that the 87% who strongly follow the biblical model of servant
leadership, and the 13% who are at risk of also following the social-science model, generalize to
the larger SBC ministry leadership population.
When looking at the larger picture of what that means, it can be simply stated that the
data, when generalized, reveals that only 87% of all SBC ministry leaders strongly follow the
biblical model of servant leadership and that 13% of all SBC ministry leaders are at risk of also
following the social-science model, or at least syncretizing the concepts. When including the
data from research question one, 31% of all SBC ministry leaders are not using servantleadership as their predominant leadership style, and that only 69% are biblical servant-leaders.
As the results of this research study are generalizable, the following scenario is given for
the purpose of a deeper understanding of the implications of the data. In a strictly hypothetical
situation using the 47,530 registered churches in the SBC, and giving each church one leader—a
pastor—then 69% or 32,796 ministry-leaders would be servant-leaders of which 87% or 28,533
would follow the biblical model.
This data also means that 23% of the 47,530 SBC churches or 4,263 would not be led by
servant-leaders. Finally, of the 32,796 servant-leaders, 13% or 4,734 ministry-leaders would not
be leading SBC churches using the biblical model, but the social-science model. That equates to
8,997 SBC churches being led by either a non-servant-leader or a servant-leader using a socialscience model of servant leadership. Even though this scenario was hypothetical in using one
leader per SBC church, the numbers are very close to reality, and in the considered opinion of
this researcher and a fellow SBC ministry leader, troubling in their implications.
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What the results of this research cannot reveal or generalize, are such question which
were not asked or hypothesized concerning the significance of age as it relates to servantleadership and which model was predominant. The data does reveal that a large portion of the
population was 35 or over, which makes one ponder as to what might happen as those older
leaders turn over the reins of leadership to the younger leaders? It was unfortunate that the data
was not sufficient to answer two of the research questions and two of the hypotheses involving
position and education.
Specifically as it concerned education, the overall data did reveal that the majority of
respondents had a master’s degree. It would have been interesting to know if having that level of
education or higher had a determining effect on which model a servant-leader would more
closely follow. The research question and hypothesis concerning position, as it related to the
social-science model of servant-leadership, would also have been interesting to answer, but the
data was not sufficient.
Given that the demographic data concerning position resulted in pastors being the
majority respondents it should not be surprising that of the 6 servant-leaders who followed the
social-science model, pastors made up 3 (50%) of that group. However, the data is insufficient to
take the analysis any further. There are additional applications and limitations that apply to the
research as well, and those will be discussed next.
Research Applications
In suggesting how to apply, or in what circumstances to apply, the results from a research
study, those suggestions can be extremely subjective. There may be situations or circumstances
which this researcher suggest that most probably will not fit in every situation or every
circumstance. The obverse is that this researcher may clearly miss the mark in what some might
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consider an obvious application of the results. While there will be several suggested applications
made, it will be up to those who read/review the research results to decide how best to apply
those results in their situation or circumstance.
One of the applications that seems most relevant from the results of the study, is for all
ministry leaders in the SBC to take the time to search God’s Word concerning their role as
undershepherds, and through prayer and meditation reach a determination as to one’s measure of
being a true servant-leader using the biblical model. It could also be suggested, that another
application is for the SBC, other denominations, and church networks to use these findings as a
catalyst for learning and training on biblical servant leadership for all levels of ministry leaders.
Perhaps the use of the survey instrument (Appendix A) with the response keys might be
of some use for that purpose. Take the survey at one’s leisure and then score the responses using
the keys once the survey has been completed. It is suggested to take the first portion (statements
7-31) to determine one’s leadership style before taking the second portion. It is in this regard that
a ministry leader can determine their predominant leadership style. If it is revealed to be other
than servant-leader then much prayer, study, and seeking the Lord’s guidance will be needed
before the second portion of the instrument will be of use.
An additional application is for those who are seeking God’s heart in filling a vacancy in
ministry leadership, to use the first portion of the attached survey, or one very similar, to assess
the potential leader’s style of leadership. Then, for those who are determined to be a servantleader, use the second portion of the survey to determine which servant-leader model they adhere
to in their ministerial duties. Perhaps it would serve best to send the first portion of the survey
(statements 7-31) without the scoring key to the potential leader for return back to the search
committee for scoring.
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Once that has been returned and scored, the second part of the survey instrument could be
sent to any potential candidates who were revealed to be servant-leaders. As a caveat, these
suggestions are only relevant for those bodies of believers who are wholly desirous to be led by a
servant-leader who uses the biblical model. There are a great many parts of the process of
seeking a pastor for a local body which are problematic and unbiblical, and cannot be discussed
in this dissertation as the subject is outside of the prevue of this study. However, as the process
for determining and finding a ministry leader currently stands in most, if not all, SBC churches,
the suggested application stands.
Perhaps the results of the study could be used in organizations and corporations that are
owned by Christian leaders (i.e., Chick-fil-A, Hobby Lobby, Mardels, et al). The key elements of
the survey instrument could perhaps be of benefit in conducting employee/management training
on the benefits and rewards of being a servant and a leader for both management specifically and
associates generally (Sihombing, Astuti, Al Musadieq, Hamied, & Rahardjo, 2018). Along those
same lines, and as discussed earlier, the results could be used to assess the relationship between
servant leadership among faculty at bible colleges, universities, and seminaries to bring about
change not only within those faculty, but also in the curricula (Jacobs, 2011).
While not the time and place to give a thorough treatise on the history of seminary
education, as the literature which exists on the subject is more than adequate for its own study, it
is important to note that the Protestant Reformation was born out of an academic setting. Early
church leaders such as Luther, Melanchthon, Zwingli, and Calvin, “formed their doctrines in the
give and take of academic debate, and the classroom was the first medium they used to spread
their message,” (Greig, 1999, p.1). It is also important to remember that all of these early church
leaders were products of a Roman Catholic indoctrination prior to their becoming reformed to
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Protestantism. That is important, because the unquestioning move to build institutions of learning
and formation originated within the highly hierarchical structure of Roman Catholicism.
It is somewhat well known, at least among theologians, that Harvard College was
founded in 1636 to educate clergy. This was based mostly on the fact that Protestantism strongly
promoted a well-educated clergy. An effort mostly to produce “pastor-theologians or ‘a learned
clergy’,” (Grieg, 1999, p.1). It is said that this became the goal of all seminaries founded after
Harvard. It is somewhat troubling that no example found within the New Testament leads one to
a well-educated clergy with the exception of Paul who was educated prior to his service to
Christ. It can be strongly argued that Paul did not consider any of his prior life before Christ to
be of any value.
When one looks at the other disciples/Apostles such as John, Peter, Barnabas, Timothy,
and others, it is obvious they had no formal education other than the teachings Christ taught to
them or was passed to them in the cases of Timothy and Barnabas and others who became
leaders after Pentecost. Grieg (1999) mentions that theological education in the United States
was a product of the Reformation that occurred in the 16th Century. He then continues to state
that the impetus and framework that God used to bring about reformation to the Church, was
then severely stifled by the scholastic and academic framework. Grieg also emphasizes that
seminaries, “then became a scholastic bottleneck that choked the life of God from seminaries and
seminarians. Seminary leaders became enamored with scholarship more than practical ministry
training,” (Grieg, 1999, p.2). The reader is reminded that Greenleaf spoke on the inadequacies of
the seminary as well.
So, with that said, what should be the goals of ministry training within seminaries, and
how might the results of this research study help seminaries once again have as their primary
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goal the training of ministry leaders in practical ministry? The first and foremost is biblical
grounding. Without question this dissertation/study has more than adequately shown that a
ministry leader is a shepherd/undershepherd, vis-a-vie, servant-leader. The biblical grounding
should include a thorough study of those terms as they are defined and outlined/described within
the Old and New Testaments. Once that grounding has been affirmed, a second step for ministry
training is how to pray, how to study and meditate on Scripture, and how to be still and listen to
the small quiet voice of the Holy Spirit.
This is encapsulated in the term spiritual-growth. It seems, based on this researcher’s
experience and years in the ministry of God’s service (over 31 years) that assumptions are made
as it concerns spiritual growth among believers. Prior to entering seminary, while completing
120 plus hours of seminary study, and the years since, there has been no one who has attempted
to teach or mentor this believer on how to properly pray, study Scripture, meditate on the Word,
or to listen to the Holy Spirit’s voice. Is this researcher alone in this, or has this also been the
case in those who read this dissertation?
Another important area for all believers and most especially ministry leaders is
discernment. If all who read this dissertation would be honest with themselves, it is an absolute
truth that unless one is spiritually mature and has been properly mentored in growing spiritually,
they are not equipped to spiritually grow or mature other believers. Seminaries, as the main
source of ministry leaders within the SBC, must play an important role in training future “called”
ministry leaders in the various concepts and aspects of spiritual growth and maturity during their
seminary training. An important part of this will be to teach seminarians to be discerning.
This discernment must not only encompass biblical teaching, false ministries and false
prophets, but also discern between God’s wisdom and man’s wisdom. Even as it concerns
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Christian writings on the subject of leadership, vis-a-vie, servant-leadership. It should also go as
far as teaching pastors how to discern if music used during worship is glorifying God or man.
Afterall God will hold the senior shepherd accountable to all that occurs under his watch.
As discussed throughout this dissertation, there is a plethora of teaching and writing on
the subject of servant-leadership from both the social-science/behavioral-science arena and the
Christian arena. What was discovered during this research and mentioned in Chapter 2, is that
even as it concerns writing and teachings from Christian authors, there is much being discussed
that seems very biblical, but is theologically weak or even non-existent and also includes much
of man’s wisdom within its pages. Ministry leaders must be able to discern what is biblically
sound versus what is from man.
Another area seminaries can play an important role in training ministry leaders is in
mentoring. However, this can and should also become a strong movement outside of those
institutions. It has been said by many in the past that every Paul needs their Timothy, but also
every Paul needs their Barnabas. Mentoring, sometimes phrased as accountability, is extremely
important for ministry leaders and all believers. This mentoring must take two forms. The first is
often described as the older believer mentoring the younger or newborn believer, and the second
is a peer-to-peer mentorship.
The data revealed from this research clearly shows that ministry leadership, specifically
within the SBC, is moving in the wrong direction when almost 40% of the generalized cadre of
ministry leaders are using a non-servant-leader style of leadership, and not following the biblical
model, but rather the social-science model or a weak form of a biblical model. Scripture clearly
shows that no one outside of Christ, not even Paul, was capable of enduring and growing as a
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follower of Christ without other believers helping them, through mentoring or a deaconate
(servant) manner, and by holding one another accountable.
Spiritual maturity and growth is the key. This research and the tool developed, either as it
is or modified and then validated, can be used as an initial tool to determine if a ministry leader
is on the right path of leadership style, and for those who are determined to be servant-leaders,
which model they most closely adhere to in their current thought processes. An additional aspect
of the research tool concerning spiritual maturity/growth would be through ministry leaders
using it to determining qualified lay-elders and in formulating their training. It would seem
reasonable that a senior-pastor who is a biblically based servant-leader would want those who
help support the ministry to also be biblically based servant-leaders. The instrument used in this
research could be a tool for just such an endeavor.
The research instrument could also be used as an impetus for all pastors who supervise
fellow ministry leaders to see the results and the survey instrument as a potential tool. The image
that comes to mind, is for those pastors that already are servant-leaders and who also adhere to
the biblical model, to either conduct an assessment of those already on staff or for use as part of
the process in filling a staff vacancy. Perhaps the survey instrument could be used to vet those
who fill unpaid staff positions, (i.e., Bible Study teachers, Sunday School teachers, small-group
leaders, elders, deacons, etcetera). As previously stated, there are most likely other applications
not already mentioned.
Finally, as it relates to pastors and their need for respites/retreats due to what is currently
being called, “burnout,” the research instrument and perhaps even the results of this study could
be used to bring focus to their retreat by helping them understand their current style of leadership
and where it should be, and to determine if the model of servant-leadership is biblically sound or
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has moved toward a man-centered servant-leadership model. This might have the result of
leading to a deeper understanding of Scripture and having the time to digest Scripture without
the pressures that exist if they were not taking a break from their daily/weekly responsibilities.
A side result would perhaps also be spending more time in prayer, taking an account of
where one stands before God and a re-focus on their responsibilities as God’s undershepherd. As
Paul and others state in the New Testament, this could serve as a time for ministry leaders to
renew their minds and refresh their spirits by allowing God, through His Holy Spirit, to refine
their ministry and remove any entanglements which may have crept into their ministry and
leadership. Entanglements could also be expressed as syncretistic traditions or religious practices
which have no place among believers, but have become entrenched into SBC services/ministries.
These were just several areas of application which can result from this study and its
resulting data. It is not too late for the body of Christ to make the needed changes, as the
majority of SBC ministry leaders are servant-leaders strongly following the biblical model. The
concern results from a large minority which are not servant-leaders or following the biblical
model. It is up to those of us who are servant-leaders following the biblical model, to take steps
that not only shore-up the foundations of our own ministries, but to reach others who are in that
minority and help mentor change.
It is also important for us to reach out to the SBC national leadership and the SBC
seminary leadership and begin to be an impetus of needed change as discussed in previous
paragraphs. As previously stated, there are applications which exist that this researcher has not
thought of or discussed that others can not only think of, but also put into practice. Also
important to mention is that like any other research project, there exist limitations to the study
which will be discussed next.
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Research Limitations
As discussed in Chapter 1, the research could not have hoped to cover all the aspects of
servant leadership. The focus was on gathering the data needed to adequately answer the
research questions and the hypotheses. The main limitation was self-imposed by the researcher in
focusing only on SBC ministry leaders and their predominant leadership style and related data
concerning which model the servant-leaders followed. This limitation also means that the
generalizability of the findings apply only to other SBC ministry leaders of registered churches
of the SBC.
Other limitations involve those typically associated with surveys being used for empirical
studies such as the current research. There is an inherent self-reporting bias that cannot be totally
eliminated from such a study instrument, but in the case of this study, it was decreased
significantly through the use of a hybrid survey instrument which relied heavily on previously
valid and reliable instruments. While every study is said to have limitations that could possibly
have threatened the internal and external validity, it has been difficult to identify any specific
threat which might have an adverse effect on the current research.
As a result of an internet search, to include Google Scholar, there was one website in
particular that was cited frequently on the subject of potential risks to research and research
subjects. That website is located with the University of Oregon’s Office of the Vice President for
Research and Innovation. The site’s author and date of posting are not given. The site list five
potential risk of research. Those risks are physical risks, psychological risks, social/economic
risks, loss of confidentiality, and legal risks (Examples of potential risks to subjects, n.d.).
Based on the anonymous nature of the study and comments made by the IRB reviewer,
the potential of physical, psychological, or social/economic risks are extremely minimal if not
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non-existent. Confidentiality has been maximized with this study and any potential threat will be
discussed in the next several paragraphs. As it concerns legal risks, there is no potential for the
participants or others to violate any laws for which there might be criminal or civil liabilities.
Concerning the risk or potential threat to confidentiality, it can be pointed out that this
researcher has no venue for which to connect the response participant with the database of
invitees as there is no method to connect the two. However, Survey Monkey does list internet
protocol (IP) addresses in the results for each respondent. If there were a computer hack or other
compromise of their system, and someone had the desire, those IP addresses could, at a
minimum, be traced back to the computer used to take the survey and to connect the responses to
that computer.
At the least, it is a potential vulnerability. This potential will be eliminated when the
researcher’s Survey Monkey account is closed. Survey Monkey states on their site that once a
user deletes their account, all data concerning the account and its contents will be permanently
removed from their system within 60-days. However, anyone who knows about computers and
computer security also knows that just because data is deleted does not mean that it cannot be
recovered. It can be said, that as it concerns the anonymity of the participants and their
responses, all that is humanly possible has been accomplished to ensure that information is
secure.
Another area of potential risk to the research concerns methodology. If an adequate pilot
study had not been conducted to provide validity and internal consistency for the newly
developed hybrid instrument, then the research would have potentially suffered. Anyone
reviewing the research would have quickly identified the research instrument as being invalid
and therefore the results invalid. If processes did not exist within the methodology to provide and
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ensure anonymity between the database of invitees and the data existing on Survey Monkey, then
threats or potential risks to that anonymity could have been realized. However, every step
possible has been taken to highly reduce the potential for that risk/threat to occur.
Further Research
The current research has broken the ice by filling a gap in the literature with a study
which created and identified leadership styles and servant-leadership baseline models for
ministry leaders within the SBC, whose results are generalizable. This will allow several avenues
for researchers to conduct similar or identical research within their own denominations. There is
also the potential to modify the current instrument and methodology to conduct research using
the same participant group in the not too distant future (5 to 10 years) to once again conduct a
check of SBC ministry leadership.
Mentioned in previous chapters are a few suggestions for future research using a similar
methodology as the current study. Those suggestions are:
1. Target only pastors (i.e., Senior Pastors, Lead Pastors, Associate Pastors, and
Executive/Administrative Pastors) to the exclusion of any other pastoral staff or
position.
2. Develop a shorter survey instrument that achieves the same purpose and obtains the
target data.
3. Either utilize an online survey platform which allows for if/then types of surveys
which create criteria that will only allow participants to complete an additional
portion of the survey if they meet certain criteria, or, only conduct phone or personal
interviews which allow the surveyor to make the distinction. It should be noted that
the phone or personal interview suggestion greatly decreases anonymity for the
participants.
4. An additional option is to conduct a study which is in the form of pre-test/post-test.
This would mean capturing names and other identifying participant information for
the purpose of sending those initial participants a second survey if they were
determined to be servant-leaders. However, by capturing that demographic
information, the sense of anonymity and confidentiality could suffer causing a lower
response rate or the need for a larger participant group.
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5. Depending on the size of the population desired for future research studies, a more
precise method of ensuring randomization should be obtained. Due to the volatility of
information available online for contacts/participants, it is suggested that information
be obtained directly from the source prior to creating the database to ensure fewer
rejected/returned emails or similar emails concerning change of leadership.
6. While the size of the population can be a determining factor, it may provide a better
response rate if an incentive were offered to the respondents (i.e., gift card or similar).
There are most likely other recommendations that are missing from the list which this
researcher has not considered or is even aware of for recommending. The list is not meant to be
exhaustive, but is meant to spark interest or ideas for those who might be considering similar
research in the future. The list also contains information that would be considered by this
researcher if the research were to be conducted again.
Summary
The chapter began with stating the purpose of the research. Which was to use a survey
instrument to establish, through the results of the data, the predominant leadership style of the
five styles measured for SBC ministry leaders, and then for those who had been identified as
servant-leaders, to determine which servant-leadership model they predominantly followed
(social-science or biblical). However, that discussion began back in Chapter 1 when the overall
problem was discussed and identified. Throughout Chapter 1 and even more so throughout
Chapter 2, it became clear that influences which started back in the 1st and 2nd Centuries Anno
Domini, were having a negative influence on the Church.
Satan and the sinfulness of mankind are bringing more and more of the world into the
body of believers. This worldly influence has continued through the centuries to present day. It
was that epiphany that God laid on the heart of this researcher to conduct a study of one of the

203
largest protestant denominations—the SBC—in an effort to determine a possible cause for the
decline and what negative influences might be at work.
Being an ordained minister of the Southern Baptist denomination, this researcher was
well aware that Scripture is clear on the model and character required of any undershepherd/
servant-leader God calls into ministry. Through experience and anecdotal evidence it became
clear that more and more literature was being produced on a form of servant-leadership that did
not ring true to Scripture. It was determined that Robert Greenleaf, and his teachings, were a
major impetus of that literature. The possibility that this teaching and influence might be at the
root of the negative influences on the Church began to take form, and it also became clear that if
this proved to be true, then it must start at leadership.
Leaders are the key influencers of the body of Christ. People and believers do not just
come to church to fellowship, sing songs, and fill the offering plates. They also come to hear a
message from God which is given through a man—a leader. There are studies which have been
completed and could be cited, for which it can safely be stated that many people that attend
services currently do not either bring or open their Bible. They unfortunately put far too much
trust in what that leader is saying from the platform/podium than is justified or warranted.
Scripture clearly tells us in 2nd Timothy to study to show ourselves approved and to
rightly divide the Word of truth. Then, in Ephesians 6:10-18, Scripture speaks to how a Christian
is to protect themselves against sin and the spiritual forces of evil in the heavenly realms by
putting on the Armor of God every day. A major part of that armor is the Word of God. Some
might argue that they attend Bible studies or Sunday School, which could be true in the case of
most, but not all, Southern Baptist churches and a few other denominations or congregations.
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However, to counter that argument it must be stated that those studies are also taught by
men and women who may have been negatively influenced by man’s wisdom on various
subjects. Who vets those teachers/leaders? A similar challenge must be asked of those who
would pose such an argument. Are they bringing their Bible to those studies, and do they know it
well enough to challenge wrong or misleading teaching?
As Paul states in 2 Corinthians 5:17 that old things must pass away, and new things must
come. This is a purging process that every believer must go through. John Owen spoke to this in
his treatise on pneumatology. He states,
Sanctification is an immediate work of the Spirit of God on the souls of believers,
purifying and cleansing their natures from the pollution and uncleanness of sin, renewing
in them the image of God, and thereby enabling them, from a spiritual and habitual
principle of grace, to yield obedience to God, according to the tenor and terms of the new
covenant, by virtue of the life and death of Jesus Christ (Owen, 2012, p. 343).
The Holy Spirit is ridding them of the world (knowledge, wisdom, goals, aspirations,
possessions, thoughts, ideas, etcetera), so that Christ and the Holy Spirit can fill that believer
with the thoughts, ideas, goals, knowledge, and wisdom God has for them. For Christ stated in
John 17 verse 16 that we are not to be of this world, just as He was not of this world. We are to
be in the world as an influence for the Glory of God and the mission which Christ sent all
believers to complete.
That is never more true than for ministry leaders. That is why this type of study is so
important for today’s Church and for today’s ministry leadership and for every believer. That is
why it was so important for the results of this study to be generalizable to the larger population.
The results have to be representative of all ministry leaders in the SBC as the largest protestant
denomination. Supported by empirical evidence, all ministry leaders within the SBC and
hopefully other denomination’s leaders could confidently use the results of this type of study to
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self-reflect on themselves and their ministry responsibilities. Perhaps, this study can serve to be
an impetus for other denominations to conduct similar studies.
As was discussed in several chapters and most especially through an extensive review of
the literature, there have been no past studies for the purpose this study sought to determine.
Anyone who has completed any type of leadership training or course knows that man’s wisdom
states that there are several styles of leadership, that an ongoing argument exist as to whether
great leaders are born or taught, and that important aspects of leadership are constantly changing
(i.e., emotional intelligence, tolerance, inclusiveness, servant-leadership, and many others).
These all are the product of man’s wisdom to include those teaching on servantleadership transformed and highly touted by Robert Greenleaf and his followers. All of what was
just mentioned is counter to God’s wisdom and God’s Word. God and Christ state that to be His
leader there is only kind of leader and he must be a servant not only to God and Christ, but to
everyone all of the time. The results of the study show that there is disconnect growing within
the ministry leadership of the SBC.
Keeping in mind that the minimum sample size of 333 participants was the generalizable
sample group needed for this study. That number was exceeded for both the leadership style and
the leadership model portions of the study. Of the total 502 participants, 69% (347) of the
participants were identified as servant-leaders, most were pastors with 6 or more years of
ministry experience in their current position, and a majority possessed a master’s degree. Of the
502 who were not identified as servant-leaders, 31% (154) are leading believers using an
unbiblical leadership style. Specifically, almost 1/3 of all SBC ministry leaders are not servantleaders.
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While the data reveals that there is still a strong reason for giving glory to God and a
hallelujah, it is still somewhat attention-getting that only 69% (347) were servant-leaders, based
on the results of their responses. Then it was furthered determined that of the 347 servantleaders, 6 ministry leaders followed the social-science model of servant-leadership, and that 2
leaders were equally following both models based on their responses. When taking a closer look
at the differences in the scores between the responses to the two models, it became clear that 34
leader’s scores, while on the biblical model side, were within 9 or fewer points of the socialscience model--what this researcher has determined to be the danger zone. An additional 12
leader’s scores were within 10-12 points of the social-science model, or what this researcher
determined to be the caution zone.
Taking the 347 servant-leaders, minus the 6 who were following the social-science
model, leaves 341 following the biblical model with 2 of that number following both models
equally. Of the 341 servant-leaders following the biblical model, 46 or 13% of those leaders
were not significantly distant in score from their score toward the social-science model. These
facts/results should begin to raise concern.
As stated earlier in this chapter, there were 86 statements being rated by each leader on a
5-point Likert Scale. This was divided into 43 statements representing each model. As can be
seen in Appendix A, many of the statements are clearly divergent from one another with only a
few statements which could be considered similar for either model. Given this divergence in the
statements, it can be logically and psychologically determined that the closer the score between
the two models, the more comfortable that leader is with statements on either side (model). The
obverse can be just as easily determined. The further apart the scores are, the less comfortable
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the leader is with statements representing the other model or the more comfortable they are with
statements representing their predominant model.
The Book of Revelation gives the verbal and mental imagery that the Church at the end
times will become smaller and less of an influence in the world. The reasons given primarily
involve persecution of those who will not bend the knee to the enemy or receive the mark. What
can be seen and/or understood currently, outside of this research, is the statistically proven
decrease of all Christian churches and denominations over the last several decades. This can also
be understood, by those paying attention, as mainly happening to the mainline churches in ever
increasing numbers.
Just as obvious are the ever growing groups of people following false prophets or those
churches which have turned away from Scripture and are following false teachings or false
leaders. What is also happening at the same time, within what most would consider mainstream
evangelical/conservative churches is the use of praise music which is nihilistic and hedonistic at
its roots (Steuernagel, 2021). However, these are not related to what is pictured as decreasing the
size of the Church in the Book of Revelation. The decrease currently happening to the Church is
not from persecution, but from turning away from God’s Word and wisdom. It is the result, at
least in the SBC, and as shown by the results of this research, that ministry leaders are adapting
and becoming syncretistical to the teachings and wisdom of the world.
This researcher prays that the results of this research will serve as a wake-up call, for all
ministry leaders and those who hold those leaders accountable, that a slow and constant shift is
taking place as to who leaders are depending on for guidance and who they should model their
leadership upon. The data shows that it is not too late. Like a growth in the body, the mass is
small and can be removed to save the body, and while necessary, it will be painful. Also, like
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most foreign growths in a body, it will have to be continually monitored so that it does not
reappear. It is a time to once again become fervent and vigilant in prayer and in the exegesis of
God’s Word. It is also a time for every Paul to find a Barnabas and a Timothy and hold one
another accountable—even to the point of biblically specified discipline.
To perhaps also assist in that wakeup call is a recent study report on the subject of
biblical worldview. The recent study was conducted by the George Barna consortium and the
report produced for the Center for Biblical Worldview Family Research Council in May 2021.
The study was conducted through personal phone interviews consisting of 1,000 randomly
selected adults across the United States. This researcher has verified that as of the 2018 Census,
there are approximately 245,000,000 adults (18+) living in the U.S., and that 1,000 participants
are more than an adequate sample population for generalization to all adults living in the U.S.
The survey consisted of 37 questions which were answered by respondents in an average
of 17 minutes. The target population were people generally known to have a biblical
worldview—adults who attend evangelical churches; born-again Christians, and similar
participants. The results were both surprising and alarming. Of the total participant group only
51% claimed to have a biblical worldview. However, after extensive testing through the
American Worldview Inventory, only 6% actually had a biblical worldview.
Only 31% stated that their faith influenced every aspect of their lives. However, only half
of that 31% state that they are effective at integrating that influence. Among the respondents,
only 78% stated that God cares a lot about their beliefs and actions, and the majority of the 22%
remaining stated that God does not care at all about them. The report goes into even more
significant breakdown of data by age groups, ethnicity, and political ideology. However, one of
the most surprising results of the study data, at least for this researcher, was that of the 51%

209
mentioned earlier that stated a biblical worldview, 49% of them accepted reincarnation as a
possibility after death (Perceptions about Biblical Worldview and Its Application, 2021).
These results speak directly to spiritual growth in every Christian believer, or more
specifically, the lack of spiritual grown in every believer. How can anyone hope to grow
spiritually when meeting for Bible-study at the most two-times per week for a maximum of
1hour each time for that week? An added note is that spiritual growth cannot be self-taught. The
Scripture gives the example which is located in Acts chapter 2 which speaks to new believers
meeting daily, breaking bread together, praising God, devoting themselves to the teachings and
prayer. Contained in that same chapter it states that as a result God was adding to their numbers
daily. Why then, is the current Church, and it’s leadership, not emulating that example?
In closing, the issues and data brought out in this research, and the study just mentioned
are a reminder of a modern parable whose highly disputed source is reported to be Billy Graham
in 1978, concerning the feeding of two dogs. The black dog, representing evil or self, and the
white dog, representing righteousness and following Christ and His teachings. It is in choosing
which dog gets fed the most that will determine which dog gets the strongest. So, which dog
have you been feeding, and more importantly having read this far, what dog are you going to
feed the most?
There is a great deal which is in need of correction for the Bride of Christ (the Church),
but that is not the purpose of this research paper. Much of it concerns matters that are not directly
related to this research and must be deferred to another time. However, much of the concerns are
directly related to leaders, as they are the most influential as to the direction a particular body of
believers takes on any given area of Christianity. There are questions which must be answered
based on the overall results of this research study.
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One of the most important questions concerns the accountability of leadership—or who is
watching the shepherds who are feeding, protecting, and guiding the sheep? Obviously, God is
watching and does hold that undershepherd (servant-leader) accountable, but Scripture also gives
all believer’s commands to also be watchful and mindful of who they follow and to test the
spirits. Perhaps that could be the subject of a future study—“How many believers know how to
hold their leaders accountable, and how many actually do?”.
The reason for the importance of the question just asked, is the nature of the proverbial
beast. Southern Baptist are prideful or proud (perhaps not sinfully so) of their autonomous
structure. While there are definitely historical reasons for the Southern Baptist churches being
autonomous, there are no examples of this autonomy among the New Testament Church revealed
in Scripture. Each church is shown to have been interconnected, responsible to and for one
another, and visited by many of the New Testament Apostles. Biblical leaders of the newly
formed Christian Church were also interconnected and held one another accountable.
The danger in the autonomous structure is primarily concerning accountability, as it is not
uncommon for church leaders and members within the SBC to use it as reason for nonconformity and rebellion (anecdotal experiences on the part of this researcher). This leaves one
last question concerning all that has been revealed and discussed within this research. That
question is based on the comment twice quoted by C.S. Lewis. Is the Church, in this case the
SBC part of the body, finding itself on the wrong path, and if so, does the empirical data of this
study reveal itself strongly enough to warrant a turning back to find the right path? Romans 12:15 states:
I urge you therefore, brethren, by the mercies of God, to present your bodies a living and
holy sacrifice, acceptable to God, which is your spiritual service of worship. And do not
be conformed to this world, but be transformed by the renewing of your mind, that you
may prove what the will of God is, that which is good and acceptable and perfect. For
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through the grace given to me I say to every man among you not to think more highly of
himself than he ought to think; but to think so as to have sound judgment, as God has
allotted to each a measure of faith. For just as we have many members in one body and
all the members do not have the same function, so we, who are many, are one body in
Christ, and individually members of one another (NASB).
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A
Leadership Style Assessment Survey (LSAS)
Welcome to the Survey
Questions 2-6 are demographic questions which are not measured for leadership style, but
are for statistical information only.
*2. What is your age range?
18-24

45-54

25-34

55-64

35-44

65+

*3. How long have you been in your current position?
0-2 years
2-5 years
6-15 years
16+ years
*4. What is your current primary leadership role?
Pastor (to include Senior/Lead/Head or Teaching/Preaching Pastor or Co-Pastor/Pastor
Emeritus)
Outreach Pastor
Campus Pastor
Elder (to include Leading/Teaching/Guiding and paid or unpaid)
Discipleship Pastor
Associate/Assistant Pastor
Children’s Pastor
Student Pastor
Next Gen Pastor
Executive Pastor
Education Pastor
Missions Pastor
Family Pastor
Pastoral Care Pastor
Senior Adult Pastor
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Other (to include any pastoral position that is not already mentioned in any other category—
e.g., interim pastor, bi-vocational pastor, etcetera. The only exception is Worship Pastor which
are not included as part of this study)
If you chose other, please specify your position in the comment box. Thank you!

*5. What is your highest level of completed education?

* 6.

High School or GED

Master's Degree

Associate's Degree
Bachelor's Degree

Doctorate

What is the number of individuals you directly supervise (if any)?
0-2
3-5
6- 10
11+

The statements for the remainder of the survey are to assess and measure leadership style.
*7. Due to the pressures of time, it is often necessary to make decisions without consulting
others.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*8. I find it best to work with a clear and structured framework of processes and procedures and
expect others to follow them.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*9. I feel that helping others become successful and grow is more important than my own
success or growth.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*10. Decisions with the largest consensus are the best.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree
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*11. I give people basic instructions then trust them to find the best way to get the task
accomplished.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*12. Building a relationship and empowering others is more important than my own success.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*13. When I am passionate about a decision, others need to trust my judgment.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree

Strongly Agree

*14. Costs can be minimized and efficiency maximized when people do the same task in the
same way without question.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*15. Meet the needs of people and they will meet the needs of the organization.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree

Strongly Agree

*16. Before making changes to people's responsibilities or role, I seek their feedback. Even if the
change is only temporary.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*17. People will typically always surprise you when given the freedom to figure something out
on their own.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*18. I have learned that about half the people are hardworking and the other half need assistance
in meeting standards.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree
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*19. I set an example of putting the needs of the individual/group above my own needs.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*20. Life in the organization will get easier over time as we continue to build on the way we do
things.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*21. People know that they are free to challenge me on ideas and strategies.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree

Strongly Agree

*22. I am absolutely certain that I do not micromanage.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral

Strongly Agree

Agree

*23. It is my responsibility to lead and make the right decisions at the right time, and to make
sure people follow through on those decisions.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*24. If people would stop overthinking tasks and do what they are instructed to do a great deal of
time and effort could be saved.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*25. I delegate as much as I can as often as I can to as many people as I can.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree

Strongly Agree

*26. I give people the freedom to get back to me on issues rather than following-up myself.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree
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*27. I listen actively and receptively to what others have to say, even when they disagree with
me.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*28. The moral compass of the leader determines organizational success and employee
satisfaction.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*29. I practice plain talking—I mean what I say and say what I mean.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree

Strongly Agree

*30. It is okay to be a little selfish about motivations as long as most desires concern others.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*31. I always keep my promises and commitments to others.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

*32. Sacrificing for the needs of others is important, but I draw the line at taking a bullet for
anyone but my family.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*33. I grant all my workers a fair amount of responsibility and latitude in carrying out their tasks.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*34. Allowing for employee self-direction is important as long as they recognize where the
ultimate authority lies.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*35. I am genuine and honest with people, even when such transparency is politically unwise.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree
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*36. Encouraging professional growth for the good of people and the organization is a win-win
for everyone.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*37. I am willing to accept other people’s ideas even if I think mine are better.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree

Strongly Agree

*38. Giving up control to employees so that they may accept more responsibility is important as
long as I maintain ultimate control.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*39. To be a leader, I should be front and center in every function in which I am involved.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*40. I take pride in the organization’s and my accomplishments.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

*41. I create a climate of trust and openness to facilitate participation in decision making.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*42. I consult others in the organization when I do not have all the answers, but I still make the
ultimate decision.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*43. My leadership effectiveness is improved through * empowering others.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree

Strongly Agree

*44. I strive to do what is right for people and the organization.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral

Strongly Agree

Agree
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*45. I want to build trust through honesty and empathy.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

*46. It is important that I stay focused on the success of the organization.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree

Strongly Agree

*47. I want to make sure that everyone follows instructions without questioning my authority.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*48. It is paramount that all employees adopt the organization’s vision and mission.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*49. As a leader, my name must be associated with every initiative.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree

Strongly Agree

*50. My commitment to the vision of our organization is a key to our success.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree

Strongly Agree

*51. I consistently delegate responsibilities to others and empower them to do their job.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*52. Showing trustworthiness and trusting others is key to organizational success up to a point.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*53. I seek to serve rather than be served.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree
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*54. For the success of the mission and organization, it is important to lead by example.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*55. To be a strong leader, I need to have the power to act without being questioned.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*56. I find it necessary to take the time to guide people in the steps needed for their success.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*57. I am able to inspire others with my enthusiasm and confidence in what can be accomplished.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*58. Oftentimes it becomes necessary to express my authority to subordinates.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree

Strongly Agree

*59. I devote a lot of energy to promoting trust and mutual understanding.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

*60. There are privileges and stressors to holding a position of authority that are not shared by
people in other positions.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*61. I derive a great deal of satisfaction in helping others succeed.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

*62. In achieving the mission and organizational success it is necessary to utilize people’s gifts,
talents, skills, and abilities effectively.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree
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*63. I have the moral courage to do the right thing, even when it hurts me politically.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*64. Ensuring all members are treated equally and that different lifestyles are tolerated is a
priority in my organization.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*65. I am able to rally people around me and inspire them to achieve a common goal.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*66. I find it extremely important to ensure that those under my supervision are aware of how I
demonstrate appropriate models of leadership at different times based on circumstances.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*67. I am able to present a vision that is readily and enthusiastically embraced by others.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*68. Effective teamwork is encouraged for the success of the mission and organization.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*69. I want to have the final say due to my position and responsibility.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree

Strongly Agree

*70. As the leader, I must hold people accountable and use disciplinary methods if necessary to
include firing.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*71. I practice what I preach.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree
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*72. It is important for the success of the mission and organization that people are trained for
their designated tasks and responsibilities.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*73. I am willing to risk mistakes by empowering others to carry the ball.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree

Strongly Agree

*74. I find myself spending a great amount of time and energy directing, advising, and coercing
staff to stay on point toward the mission and vision of the organization.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*75. I have the courage to assume full responsibility for my mistakes and acknowledge my own
limitations.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree
*76. There are times when I have to make a hard decision that can be unpopular but is for the
overall benefit of the organization.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*77. I have the courage and determination to do what is right in spite of difficulty or opposition.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

*78. I am not afraid of offering critical feedback when necessary if I feel it is good for the
individual and the organization as a whole.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*79. I am willing to share my power and authority with others in the decision-making process.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree
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*80. There are times when my experience and knowledge gained over the years must take
priority in my decision making.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*81. I genuinely care for the welfare of people working with me.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

*82. Leadership styles have changed over the years and those defined in Scripture must be
adjusted to meet the challenges of today.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*83. I invest considerable time and energy equipping others.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

*84. Robert Greenleaf has been instrumental in explaining and defining what a servant leader
must become for today’s ministry leader.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

*85. My leadership is based on a strong sense of mission.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

*86. The lines of authority in any organization are there for important reasons and people need to
respect that concept.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

*87. I am able to articulate a clear sense of purpose and direction for the future.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree

Strongly Agree

Strongly Agree
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*88. As a leader of the organization, I must think about the future and how the next opportunity
can be met as a trade-off between what’s important today, and what will benefit the future.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*89. I have a good understanding of what is happening inside the organization.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree

Strongly Agree

*90. I was hired to lead the organization and its people, I must do everything in my power to be
successful and to lead others toward that goal.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*91. I set an example of placing group interests above self-interests.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree

Strongly Agree

*92. I hold people accountable for their performance through ensuring they know what is
expected of them which is beneficial for them and the organization.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

*93. I work for the best interests of others rather than self.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

* 94. I find it important to encourage those under my authority to have big dreams about the
organization and what it can accomplish.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*95. I continuously appreciate, recognize, and encourage the work of others.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree

Strongly Agree
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*96. Being persuasive is an important part of my success in helping others to achieve success for
the good of the mission and organization.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*97. I willingly share my position with others, but I do not abdicate my authority and
responsibility.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*98. The growth of the organization is very important in helping others to visualize success.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*99. I consistently appreciate and validate others for their contributions.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree

Strongly Agree

*100. Part of our mission is to have a direct impact on society and our local community through
teachings and music which are inviting and relevant.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*101. I am willing to make personal sacrifices in serving others.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

*102. There are many paths of leadership in serving God and people.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree

Strongly Agree

*103. I consistently encourage others to take the initiative.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral

Strongly Agree

Agree

*104. Slave, shepherd, and servant are no longer relevant terms. I prefer softer and more relevant
terms for leading the organization.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree
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*105. I take proactive actions rather than waiting for events to happen to me.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree

Strongly Agree

*106. Being of service to others is a two-way street. I need and expect others to serve my needs
so that I can meet other’s needs.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*107. To be a strong leader, I need to keep all my subordinates under control.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree

Strongly Agree

*108. As the leader, if the organization is not meeting the mission requirements and growth
potential, then I might need to make some changes among the staff and lay leadership.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*109. I find enjoyment in serving others in whatever role or capacity.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree

Strongly Agree

*110. There are times as a leader that a carrot/big-stick approach is necessary for the good of the
mission and organization as a whole.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*111. I have great satisfaction in bringing out the best in others.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral

Agree

*112. Serving others as a leader is only one type of leadership among many.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree

Strongly Agree

Strongly Agree

*113. It is important that I am seen as superior to my subordinates in all areas of authority and
responsibility.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree
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*114. A good leadership team is one that possesses diverse leadership styles.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree

Strongly Agree

*115. My ambition focuses on finding better ways of serving others and making them successful.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

*116. Like any other type of organization, gender roles are more fluid than in the past and should
be based on talents and the needs of the organization.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

Table A1. Survey Key to determine predominant leadership style. (This key was not
included in the participant survey).
Enter point value for each question in the columns/rows below. Total each column to reveal
which leadership style is the default style for this participant.
Question

Result

Question

Result

Question

Result

Question

Result

Question

1

2

4

5

3

7

8

10

11

6

12

14

15

16

9

17

18

19

20

13

22

23

24

25

21

Total

Total

Total

Total

Total

Style A
A=Autocratic

Style B
B= Bureaucratic

Style C

Style D

C= Democratic

D= Laissez-Faire

Result

Style E
E= Servant-Leader

241
Table A2. Survey Key to determine which baseline model (social-science or biblical) a
participant who was determined to be a servant-leader predominantly followed. (This key
was not included in the participant survey). The scores for all question were totaled for
each model to determine which was predominant for each participant.
Biblical Model
I listen actively and receptively to what
others have to say, even when they disagree
with me.
I practice plain talking—I mean what I say
and say what I mean.

Social-Science Model
The moral compass of the leader determines
organizational success and employee
satisfaction.
It is okay to be a little selfish about
motivations as long as most desires concern
others.
I always keep my promises and commitments Sacrificing for the needs of others is
to others.
important, but I draw the line at taking a
bullet for anyone but my family.
I grant all my workers a fair amount of
Allowing for employee self-direction is
responsibility and latitude in carrying out
important as long as they recognize where the
their tasks.
ultimate authority lies.
I am genuine and honest with people, even
Encouraging professional growth for the
when such transparency is politically unwise. good of people and the organization is a winwin of everyone.
I am willing to accept other people’s ideas
Giving up control to employee so that they
even if I think mine are better.
may accept more responsibility is important
as long as I maintain ultimate control.
To be a leader, I should be front and center in I take pride in the organization’s and my
every function in which I am involved.
accomplishments.
I create a climate of trust and openness to
I consult others in the organization when I do
facilitate participation in decision making.
not have all the answers, but I still make the
ultimate decision.
My leadership effectiveness is improved
I strive to do what is right for people and the
through empowering others.
organization.
I want to build trust through honesty and
It is important that I stay focused on the
empathy.
success of the organization.
I want to make sure that everyone follows
It is paramount that all employees adopt the
orders without questioning my authority.
organization’s vision and mission.
As a leader, my name must be associated
My commitment to the vision of our
with every initiative.
organization is key to our success.
I consistently delegate responsibilities to
Showing trustworthiness and trusting others
others and empower them to do their job.
is key to organizational success up to a point.
I seek to serve rather than be served.
For the success of the mission and
organization it is important to lead by
example.
To be a strong leader, I need to have the
I find it necessary to take the time to guide
power to act without being questioned.
people in the steps needed for their success.
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I am able to inspire others with my
enthusiasm and confidence for what can be
accomplished.
I devote a lot of energy to promoting trust
and mutual understanding.
I derive a great deal of satisfaction in helping
others succeed.
I have the moral courage to do the right
thing, even when it hurts me politically.
I am able to rally people around me and
inspire them to achieve a common goal.

I am able to present a vision that is readily
and enthusiastically embraced by others.
I want to have the final say due to my
position and responsibility.
I practice what I preach.

I am willing to risk mistakes by empowering
others to carry the ball.

I have the courage to assume full
responsibility for my mistakes and
acknowledge my own limitations.
I have the courage and determination to do
what is right in spite of difficulty or
opposition.
I am willing to share my power and authority
with others in the decision making process.
I genuinely care for the welfare of people
working with me.
I invest considerable time and energy
equipping others.

Oftentimes it becomes necessary to express
my authority to subordinates.
There are privileges and stressors to holding
a position of authority that are not shared by
people in other positions.
In achieving mission and organizational
success it is necessary to utilize people’s
gifts, talents, skills, and abilities effectively.
Ensuring all members are treated equal and
that different lifestyles are tolerated is a
priority in my organization.
I find it extremely important to ensure that
those under my supervision are aware of how
I demonstrate appropriate models of
leadership at different times based on
circumstances.
Effective teamwork is encouraged for the
success of the mission and organization.
As the leader, I must hold people accountable
and use disciplinary methods if necessary to
include firing.
It is important for the success of the mission
and organization that people are trained for
their designated tasks and responsibilities.
I find myself spending a great amount of time
and energy directing, advising, and coercing
staff to stay on point toward the mission and
vision of the organization.
There are times when I have to make the hard
decision which can be unpopular, but is for
the overall benefit of the organization.
I am not afraid of offering critical feedback
when necessary if I feel it is good for the
individual and the organization as a whole.
There are times when my experience and
knowledge gained over the years must take
priority in my decision making.
Leadership styles have changed over the
years and those defined in Scripture must be
adjusted to meet the challenges of today.
Robert Greenleaf has been instrumental in
explaining and defining what a servant leader
must become for today’s leader.
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My leadership is based on a strong sense of
mission.
I am able to articulate a clear sense of
purpose and direction for the future.

I have a good understanding of what is
happening inside the organization.

I set an example of placing group interest
above self-interests.

I work for the best interests of others rather
than self.
I continuously appreciate, recognize, and
encourage the work of others.
I willingly share my position with others, but
I do not abdicate my authority and
responsibility.
I consistently appreciate and validate others
for their contributions.

I am willing to make personal sacrifices in
serving others.
I consistently encourage others to take
initiative.
I take proactive actions rather than waiting
for events to happen to me.
To be a strong leader, I need to keep all my
subordinates under control.

I find enjoyment in serving others in
whatever role or capacity.

The lines of authority in any organization are
there for important reasons and people need
to respect that concept.
As a leader of the organization, I must think
about the future and how the next opportunity
can be met as a tradeoff between what’s
important today, and what will benefit the
future.
I was hired to lead the organization and its
people, I must do everything in my power to
be successful, and to lead others toward that
goal.
I hold people accountable for their
performance through ensuring they know
what is expected of them which is beneficial
for them and the organization.
I find it important to encourage those under
my authority to have big dreams about the
organization and what it can accomplish.
Being persuasive is an important part of my
success in helping others to achieve success
for the good of the mission and organization.
The growth of the organization is very
important in helping others to visualize
success.
Part of our mission is to have a direct impact
on society and our local community through
teachings and music which are inviting and
relevant.
There are many paths of leadership in serving
God and others.
Slave, shepherd, and servant are no longer
relevant terms. I prefer softer and more
relevant terms for leading the organization.
Being of service to others is a two-way street.
I need and expect others to serve my needs so
that I can meet other’s needs.
As the leader, if the organization is not
meeting the mission requirements and growth
potential, then I might need to make some
changes among the staff and lay leadership.
There are times as a leader that a carrot/bigstick approach is necessary for the good of
the mission and organization as a whole.
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I have great satisfaction in bringing out the
best in others.
It is important that I am seen as superior to
my subordinates in all areas of authority and
responsibility.
My ambition focuses on finding better ways
of serving others and making them
successful.

Serving others as a leader is only one type of
leadership among many.
A good leadership team is one which
possesses diverse leadership styles.
Like any other type of organization, gender
roles are more fluid than in the past and
should be based on talents and the needs of
the organization.

245
APPENDIX B
Email to the Participants.
Dear <Leader’s Name>,
Let me first clearly state that this email is not spam, a scam, a sales ploy, or any other such
nuisance. As you can surmise from the subject, I am a fellow Southern Baptist Minister working
diligently toward what God has so plainly and graciously laid on my heart to accomplish.
Currently, I am working toward a doctorate in Christian Leadership/Education, and to finish my
dissertation I must conduct research. The study God has for me to complete is to determine the
predominant leadership style of ministry leaders in His churches.
Our denomination is hurting, and the numbers nationally stand as witness. Membership,
baptisms, and bodies of local churches leaving the Convention are continuing in an everdeclining spiral. Experience shows that leadership is often where such events begin. God has
given me a ever-present burden to join Him in a mission to conduct a health-check on our
leadership. The research survey is the result of 3 years of study and investigation to analyze data
provided by you the ministry leader so that together we can determine if changes are needed
among those of us whom God has called to lead. I am in constant prayer that God will burden
your heart to please join God and me in this effort by sacrificing 20-minutes of your time to fully
complete the survey.
As a brother in Christ, it should be like asking a family member for a favor that will only cost a
little of your time. The survey is simple but is lengthy as surveys typically go. However, in order
for the research to be of benefit to all my brother leaders, the length is unfortunately necessary,
and is somewhat constrained by Survey Monkey’s platform. It contains several demographic
questions in the beginning (approximately 10) followed by statements about leadership that you
will rate from your own experience on a 5-point scale that measures from Strongly Disagree to
Strongly Agree. You simply click on the scale where you feel you currently stand on that
statement.
Please block out 20 uninterrupted minutes of your choosing. It is best for time and for the most
honest results, if you do not overthink the statement and just click on the response that first
occurs to you and move on to the next statement. Before you know it, you will have completed
the survey and helped a brother in Christ in his mission.
All the statements concern leadership and are used to determine a predominant style of
leadership and then to determine various aspects of the style. There are no right or wrong
answers, just your answers. However, just for clarity, you play such an important part that I
cannot accomplish this study without your help. You are part of a study which will help our
entire denomination and Christ’s Church to perform a health check as to our current leadership.
Your answers will help me know if the statements and subsequent responses give an indication
that negative trends exist within the body of Christ.
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This is a large study (15,000 participants), and the results, based on your response and others like
you, will be generalizable to the entire Southern Baptist Convention. When you so graciously
click on the link below you will be taken to the first page, which is a consent form, that gives the
in-depth verbiage that is required by my Institutional Review Board so you can help me in this
study. It will give you the title of the study, my information, the purpose, the anonymity of your
responses and information, and other information concerning various aspects of your
participation.
At the end of that information is a question asking you to consent. A yes response will take you
to the first survey question, and a no response will take you out of the survey. I pray God lays it
on your heart to help me and participate in this very important study.
Please note: It is vital that you do not use your browser’s back button during the completion of
the survey. It will automatically remove you from the survey and invalidate your responses. The
survey is designed to not allow going back and changing responses. This helps in gaining more
honest responses and ensuring you can complete the survey in a very short amount of time. That
is what is called a win-win situation. I get better results and you save time.
Please answer all the questions, otherwise the survey cannot be counted as part of the research.
May God bless you, yours, and your ministry!
Survey Link:
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/Assessment_of_Leadership_Style
Your Brother in Christ and fellow ministry leader,
Norman Snead
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APPENDIX C

Servant Leadership Profile - Revised
© Paul T. P. Wong, Ph.D. & Don Page, Ph.D.
Trinity Western University
Leadership matters a great deal in the success or failure of any organization. This instrument was
designed to measure both positive and negative leadership characteristics, as part of a larger
research project on Servant Leadership.
You are invited to participate in this Project. In so doing, you will not only become more aware
of the attributes of servant leadership, but also contribute to the scientific knowledge of this
unique model of leadership and management.
Please use the following scale to indicate your agreement or disagreement with each of the
statements in describing your attitudes and practices as a leader. If you have not held any
leadership position in an organization, then answer the questions as if you were in a position of
authority and responsibility.

1
2
Strongly Disagree
(SD)

3
4
5
Undecided

6

7
Strongly Agree
(SA)

For example, if you strongly agree, you may circle 7, if you mildly disagree, you may circle 3. If
you are undecided, circle 4, but use this category sparingly.

1.

To inspire team spirit, I communicate enthusiasm and
confidence.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2.

I listen actively and receptively to what others have to
say, even when they disagree with me.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3.

I practice plain talking – I mean what I say and say
what I mean.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4.

I always keep my promises and commitments to
others.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

5.

I grant all my workers a fair amount of responsibility
and latitude in carrying out their tasks.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

6.

I am genuine and honest with people, even when such
transparency is politically unwise.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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7.

I am willing to accept other people’s ideas, whenever
they are better than mine.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8.

I promote tolerance, kindness, and honesty in the
work place.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

9.

To be a leader, I should be front and centre in every
function in which I am involved.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

10. I create a climate of trust and openness to facilitate
participation in decision making.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

11. My leadership effectiveness is improved through
empowering others.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

12. I want to build trust through honesty and empathy.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

13. I am able to bring out the best in others.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

14. I want to make sure that everyone follows orders
without questioning my authority.
15. As a leader, my name must be associated with every
initiative.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

16. I consistently delegate responsibilities to others and
empower them to do their job.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

17. I seek to serve rather than be served.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

18. To be a strong leader, I need to have the power to do
whatever I want without being questioned.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

19. I am able to inspire others with my enthusiasm and
confidence for what can be accomplished.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

20. I am able to transform an ordinary group of
individuals into a winning team.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

21. I try to remove all organizational barriers so that
others can freely participate in decision-making.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

22. I devote a lot of energy to promoting trust, mutual
understanding and team spirit.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

23. I derive a great deal of satisfaction in helping others
succeed.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

24. I have the moral courage to do the right thing, even
when it hurts me politically.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

25. I am able to rally people around me and inspire them
to achieve a common goal.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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26. I am able to present a vision that is readily and
enthusiastically embraced by others.
27. I invest considerable time and energy in helping
others overcome their weaknesses and develop their
potential.
28. I want to have the final say on everything, even areas
where I don’t have the competence.
29. I don’t want to share power with others, because they
may use it against me.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

30. I practice what I preach.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

31. I am willing to risk mistakes by empowering others to
“carry the ball.”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

32. I have the courage to assume full responsibility for
my mistakes and acknowledge my own limitations.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

33. I have the courage and determination to do what is
right in spite of difficulty or opposition.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

34. Whenever possible, I give credits to others.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

35. I am willing to share my power and authority with
others in the decision making process.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

36. I genuinely care for the welfare of people working
with me.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

37. I invest considerable time and energy equipping
others.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I make it a high priority to cultivate good

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

38.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

relationships among group members.

39.

I am always looking for hidden talents in my

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

workers.
40. My leadership is based on a strong sense of mission.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

41.

I am able to articulate a clear sense of purpose and
direction for my organization’s future.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

42.

My leadership contributes to my
employees/colleague’s personal growth.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

43.

I have a good understanding of what is happening
inside the organization.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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44.

I set an example of placing group interests above self
interests.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

45.

I work for the best interests of others rather than self.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

46.

I continuously appreciate, recognize, and encourage
the work of others.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

47.

I always place team success above personal success.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

48.

I willingly share my power with others, but I do not
abdicate my authority and responsibility.
I consistently appreciate and validate others for their
contributions.
When I serve others, I do not expect any return.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I am willing to make personal sacrifices in serving
others.
I regularly celebrate special occasions and events to
foster a group spirit.
I consistently encourage others to take initiative.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.

I am usually dissatisfied with the status quo and know
how things can be improved.
55.
I take proactive actions rather than waiting for events
to happen to me.
56.
To be a strong leader, I need to keep all my
subordinates under control.
57.
I find enjoyment in serving others in whatever role or
capacity.
58. I have a heart to serve others.
59.
60.
61.
62.

I have great satisfaction in bringing out the best in
others.
It is important that I am seen as superior to my
subordinates in everything.
I often identify talented people and give them
opportunities to grow and shine.
My ambition focuses on finding better ways of
serving others and making them successful.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Debriefing
Servant leadership is defined by both the PRESENCE of certain positive qualities, and the
ABSENCE OF certain negative qualities.
The positive qualities include: (a) Servanthood, (b) Leadership, (c) Visioning, (d) Developing
others, (e) Empowering others, (f) Team-building, (g) Shared decision-making, and (h) Integrity.
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The negative qualities include: (a) Abuse of power and control, and (b) Pride and narcissism.
These negatively worded statements can also be scored in the positive direction; in so doing,
Abuse of power becomes Vulnerability, while Pride becomes Humility.
A simple way to determine whether one is a servant leader is to see whether one scores high on
Servanthood and Leadership, but low on Abuse of power and Pride.
Thus, scoring high on Abuse of power and Pride automatically disqualifies one as a servant
leader, regardless of high scores in other subscales. That is why the inclusion of these two
negative subscales is important in the revised Servant Leadership Profile.
A simple way to determine whether one is a servant leader is to see whether one scores
high on servanthood and leadership, but low on abuse of power and pride.
Thus, scoring high on abuse of power and pride automatically disqualifies one as a servant
leader, regardless of high scores may be on the other subscales. That is why the inclusion of
these two negative subscales is important in the Revised Servant Leadership Profile.
From our experience in using this instrument, an average score on all positive factors (1,
3-7) of 5.6 or above indicates a strong servant leader. A score below 5.6 indicates that work
needs to be done on certain factors. The negative factor 2 is scored in the reverse so that anyone
scoring less than 2.0 demonstrates the qualities of a servant leader, whereas scoring above 2.0
indicates that work is required.

Servant Leadership Profile Scoring Key
Factor
1
16
21
23
27
31
37
38
39
42
46
48
49
53
59

Factor
2
9
14
15
18
28
29
56
60

Factor
3
6
17
30
44
45
47
50
51
52
57
58

Factor
4
2
5
7
8
10
11
12
34
35
36

Factor
5
1
13
19
20
22
25
26

Factor
6
40
41
43
54
55

Factor
7
3
4
24
32
33
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61
62
Total:
Aver.

Total:
Aver.

Total:
Aver.

Total:
Aver.

Total:
Aver.

Total:
Aver.

Total:
Aver.

Instructions: Place the numerical score for each question in the box beside the number of the
question. Add the total for each factor and then divide that number by the number of questions
in that Factor. For example, if you have a total score of 64 for Factor 1 and there are 16
questions, then 64 divided by 16 = 4.0

Coding Key
Factor 1: 16, 21, 23, 27, 31, 37, 38, 39, 42, 46, 48, 49, 53, 59, 61, 62
Developing and Empowering Others
Factor 2: 9, 14, 15, 18, 28, 29, 56, 60
Power and Pride (Vulnerability and Humility)
Factor 3: 6, 17, 30, 44, 45, 47, 50, 51, 52, 57, 58
Authentic Leadership
Factor 4: 2, 5, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 34, 35, 36
Open, Participatory Leadership
Factor 5: 1, 13, 19, 20, 22, 25, 26
Inspiring Leadership
Factor 6: 40, 41, 43, 54, 55
Visionary Leadership
Factor 7: 3, 4, 24, 32, 33
Courageous Leadership
Note: Factor 2 is a negative trait, but can be converted to a positive one by scoring in reverse. i.e.
1 – 7; 2 – 6; etc.
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APPENDIX D
Permission to Use the SLP-R
From: Don Page
Sent: April 19, 2020 4:33 PM
To: Snead, Norman C
Subject: [External] RE: Requesting Permission to Utilize the SLP-R for Research/Dissertation
Hello Norman.
This email is to grant you permission to use out SL instruments and to make adjustments to them
according to the needs of your research. I am attaching the general package that I send out even
though you will already have some of these documents. Best wishes with your research.
From: Snead, Norman C
Sent: April 19, 2020 10:43 AM
To:
Subject: Requesting Permission to Utilize the SLP-R for Research/Dissertation
Dr. Wong & Dr. Page,
Currently I am a doctoral student with Liberty University in their Rawlings School of Religion
and completing the final stages of requesting IRB approval to begin research for my dissertation.
The dissertation is titled, Servant Leadership: Social-Science Model or Biblical Model—Which
is Predominant Within Southern Baptist Ministry Leadership?
Over the last several years I have written a myriad of papers for coursework which have cited a
great deal of your work to include your SLP-R instrument. I will be conducting a mixed-methods
study which will incorporate a qualitative portion that will encompass a very large sample group
which will determine what leadership styles exist among those ministry leaders as their default
style. After analyzing that data, I will glean out those who specifically utilize the servantleadership style. The instrument I will be using will be my own creation using concepts from
other like instruments, but will not divulge the names of the specific leadership styles to the
participants. The questions will be worded such that their responses will be coded into a key
which will determine their default leadership style.
Those participants who utilize servant-leadership as their style of leadership will receive a
second instrument which, with your permission, will be a modified version of your SLP-R
instrument. The responses to this instrument will provide data which will be analyzed to
statistically measure if the predominant type of servant-leadership is more aligned to the socialscience model (Greenleaf, et al.) or the Biblical Model.
Along with your permission to use your instrument, I would also need the instrument key you
have for that instrument and what methods were used to determine the instrument’s validity and
integrity (e.g., Cronbach’s Alpha, etc.).
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I appreciate your time and consideration in this matter, and look forward to hearing back from
you soon.
In Christ,
Norman Snead
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APPENDIX E
Servant Leadership Assessment Instrument
No Item
Altruism
1 My leader sometimes goes against his or her personal interest in doing for others.
2 My leader has an unselfish concern for others often involving personal sacrifice.
3 My leader has shown a moral sense of selflessness to other employees.
4 My leader gives of his or her self just for the sake of giving with no ulterior
motives.
5 My leader has shown compassion in his or her actions toward employees.
6 My leader would endure hardships, e.g., political, "turf wars," etc. to protect his or
her employees.
Empowerment
1 My leader allows for employee self-direction.
2 My leader gives me authority so that I may accomplish my goals.
3 My leader promotes employees' skills to influence their responsibility without
approval.
4 My leader encourages professional growth.
5 My leader gives up control as needed to employees so that they may accept more
responsibility.
6 My leader lets people do their jobs by enabling them to learn.
Humility
1 My leader does not overestimate his or her merits.
2 My leader talks more about employees' accomplishments than his or her own.
3 My leader is not interested in self-glorification.
4 My leader does not center attention on his or her own accomplishments
5 My leader is humble enough to consult others in the organization when he or she
may not have all the answers.
6 My leader’s demeanor is one of humility.
Love
1 My leader is able to forgive.
2 My leader is teachable.
3 My leader shows concern for others.
4 My leader is calm during times of chaos.
5 My leader strives to do what is right for the organization.
6 My leader has integrity.
79
No Item
Service
1 My leader provides service(s) to meet the needs of his or her employees.
2 My leader is focused on the employees of the organization.
3 My leader functions to serve and support frontline employees.
4 My leader acts as a steward in that he or she manages the property or affairs of
another.
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5 My leader sets the climate by showing others how to serve.
6 My leader provides an environment that is service oriented for his or her
employees.
Vision
1 My leader has sought my vision regarding the organization’s vision.
2 My leader has shown that he or she wants to include employees’ vision into the
firm’s goals and objectives.
3 My leader seeks my commitment concerning the shared vision of our company.
4 My leader has asked me what I think the future direction of our company should be.
5 My leader and I have written a clear and concise vision statement for our company.
6 My leader has encouraged me to participate in determining and developing a shared
vision.
Trust
1 The level of trust my leader places in me increases my commitment to the
organization.
2 My leader shows trustworthiness in me by being open to receive input from me.
3 My leader seeks to instill trust rather than fear or insecurity.
4 My leader knows I am above corruption.
5 My leader trusts me to keep a secret.
6 My leader communicates trust to me.
Servant Leadership Assessment Instrument Key
The Servant Leadership Assessment Instrument provides insight about the servant leadership
characteristics of a leader. Each factor measures a unique aspect of the servant leadership of the
leader. The factor definitions are underlined; the additional sentences provide more detail about
the concepts associated with each factor.
Agapao love (items 2, 7, 17, 19, 21, 27) measures the degree to which a servant leader
demonstrates meaning and purpose on the job where the employee has the ability to realize his or
her full potential as a person and feels like he or she is associated with a good and/or ethical
organization. The servant leader is forgiving, teachable, shows concern for others, is calm during
times of chaos, strives to do what is right for the organization, and has integrity. This factor has a
reported reliability coefficient (Chronbach’s alpha) of .94 (Dennis, 2004).
Empowerment (items 6, 11, 24, 25, 28, 33) measures the degree to which a servant leader
empowers information to others: positive emotional support, actual experience of task mastery,
observing models of success, and words of encouragement. The servant leader allows for
employee self-direction. Leaders encourage professional growth. The leader lets people do their
jobs by enabling them to learn. This factor has a reported reliability coefficient (Chronbach’s
alpha) of .94 (Dennis, 2004).
Vision (items 14, 32, 34, 36, 40, 42) measures the degree to which a servant leader incorporates
the participation of all involved players in creating a shared vision for the organization. The
servant leader seeks others’ visions for the organization, demonstrates that he or she wants to
include employees’ visions into the organization’s goals and objectives, seeks commitment
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concerning the shared vision of the organization, encourages participation in creating a shared
vision, and has a written expression of the vision of the organization. This factor has a reported
reliability coefficient (Chronbach’s alpha) of .89 (Dennis, 2004).
Humility (items 8, 12, 20, 22, 37, 39) measures the degree to which a servant leader keeps his or
her own accomplishments and talents in perspective, which includes self-acceptance, and further
includes the idea of true humility as not being self-focused but rather focused on others. The
servant leader does not overestimate his or her own merits, talks more about employees’
accomplishments rather than his or her own, is not interested in self-glorification, does not center
attention on his or her accomplishments, is humble enough to consult others to gain further
information and perspective, and has a humble demeanor. This factor has a reported reliability
coefficient (Chronbach’s alpha) of .92 (Dennis, 2004).
The Servant Leadership Assessment Instrument was developed by Robert Dennis.
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APPENDIX F
Permission to Use the SLAI
From: Rob Dennis
Sent: April 29, 2020 12:11 PM
To: Snead, Norman C
Subject: [External] Request to use SLAI_Snead_Liberty_April_29_2020
Dear Norman Snead,
I received your message for using the SLAI instrument. You may use it for your research, and
slightly modify it for your use (i.e., change organization & company to a group) if needed.
Send an abstract/synopsis of the expected use of the instrument, in addition to the modified
instrument you plan to use (if applicable).
Please send me a copy of the finished work (or article publication/draft).
Enclosed are:
Updated Instrument – SLAI; the URL address, if applicable (most requests use paper forms), and
factor breakdown for coding.
Blessings,
Rob Dennis, Ph.D.
Snead, Norman C
Snead, Norman C

Wed 4/29/2020 11:53 AM
You;

Dr. Dennis,
I first attempted to contact you via an email within your dissertation taking a chance on it still
being valid. That did not have success. I then, due to my having a LinkedIn account, found you
and tried to contact you via phone at the VA-Dayton, but no success there either. I still have an
unopened message on LinkedIn, but one never knows how often a person checks their profile
page. If they are like me, not very often at all. That left me with a google search which gave me
the two email address above. Please read below so you know my intentions are honest and
above-board.
I am a doctoral student with Liberty University's Rawlings School of Divinity. I am in the
process of writing my research proposal and need your permission to use a survey tool you
developed for your dissertation in 2004 if you would be so kind. You called it a Servant
Leadership Assessment Instrument.
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As I understand it, and from reviewing other’s dissertations, appendices and IRB approvals, it
seems that emails can serve as official correspondence between the doctoral candidate and the
author/owner of the tool granting permission for its use. A simple reply granting permission
would suffice. I will have to provide a copy with the application to the IRB and add it to the
appendices of the dissertation.
So that I am 100% up front, I plan to use your tool in my research with some modifications that
will have to go through the validity and internal integrity steps because of modification. I will
give you full credit for the tool and reference you whenever the tool is mentioned.
I did not notice any reference (I could have overlooked it) in your dissertation to a Cronbach’s
Alpha test on the tool or other validity or internal integrity test. It would be great if you also
happen to have that information.
I would very much appreciate your willingness to allow me to use your survey tool. Please let
me know if you would be more comfortable charging a fee for its use or a license of some kind?
As you probably remember, we doctoral students do not have much, but I am willing if necessary
and would fully understand the need.
God bless you,
Norman Snead
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APPENDIX G
Servant Leadership Readiness Survey (SLRS)
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APPENDIX H
Permission to Use the SLRS
From: THOMAS MCMINN
Sent: April 18, 2020 12:30 PM
To: Snead, Norman C
Subject: [External] Re: Request Permission to Use Servant Leadership Interview Questionnaire
Norman,
So glad my dissertation is still of value. I enjoyed pursuing the information.
Please be assured of my consent/permission to use whatever tool/information from my
work that will benefit your efforts.
Hope this email is what you need.
What is the title of your dissertation?
Dr. Thomas F. McMinn, Jr., ACC, MCCC
Christian Life/Career Coach
On April 18, 2020 at 10:37 AM "Snead, Norman C" wrote:
Dr. McMinn,
Below is a recap of our conversation via LinkedIn the other day in my effort to make contact and
determining if you were the correct person to contact.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------I am a doctoral student with Liberty University's Rawlins School of Theology, and a graduate
from SBTS as are you. I am in the process of writing my research proposal and need your
permission to use a survey tool you developed for your dissertation in 2001 if you would be so
kind. I believe you called it a Servant Leadership: Interview Survey or similar.
Thomas F. McMinn, Jr, ACC sent the following message at 3:46 PM
This will be fine. My tool was developed by a master student of business at Belmont University.
Not sure of the name of the program.
What I would need is written permission, which can be via email, stating that I have your
permission to use the instrument for my research.
As I understand it, and from reviewing other’s dissertations, appendices and IRB approvals, it
seems that emails can serve as official correspondence between the doctoral candidate and the
author/owner of the tool granting permission for its use. I simple reply granting permission
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would suffice. I will have to provide a copy with the application to the IRB and add it to the
appendices of the dissertation.
So that I am 100% up front, I plan to use your tool in my research with some modifications that
will have to go through the validity and internal integrity steps because of modification. I will
give you full credit for the tool and reference you whenever the tool is mentioned.
I did not notice any reference (I could have overlooked it) in your dissertation to a Cronbach’s
Alpha test on the tool or other validity or internal integrity test. It would be great if you also
happen to have that information.
I very much appreciate your willingness to allow me to use your survey tool. Please let me know
if you would be more comfortable charging a fee for its use or a license of some kind? As you
probably remember, we doctoral students do not have much, but I am willing if necessary and
would fully understand the need.
God bless you and your ministry,
Norman Snead
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APPENDIX I
Consent Form
Title of the Project: Which Leadership Style is Predominant Within Southern Baptist Ministry
Leadership?
Principal Investigator: Norman C. Snead, Doctoral Candidate, Liberty University,
Rawlings School of Divinity Invitation to be part of a Research Study
You are invited to participate in an important pivotal study that is part of a research study which
will help to determine the predominant leadership style of Southern Baptist Ministry leaders. In
order to participate, you must be at least 18 years of age and currently hold a ministry position
(paid or unpaid). Taking part in this research project is voluntary.
What is the study about and why is it being done?
The purpose of the research is to determine, through the gathering of data, which leadership style
is predominant among ministry leaders.
What will happen if you take part in this study?
If you agree to be in this study, I would ask you to do the following: Click the "yes" response and
you will be taken to the survey which will take about 15-20 minutes of your time. If you click the
"no" response, you will be taken to a disqualification page and will no longer be a part of the
study for this research project.
How could you or others benefit from this study?
Participants will not receive a direct benefit from taking part in this study. However, as an
indirect benefit whether you participate or not, I will pray that God will bless you and your
ministry just for reading to this point. Through your generous participation, you are helping me,
as a fellow Baptist minister complete a research project in completing my dissertation. The
results of the study are to be used by God in furthering His kingdom for His purposes.
Possible additional benefits to the Baptist denomination as a whole with the potential benefit to
other similar denominations, the potential of discovering less than ideal biblical practices among
ministry leaders, and suggested recommendations for reversing any negative trends discovered.
What risks might you experience from being in this pilot study?
The risks involved in this study are minimal. All information gathered in the form of responses
are totally anonymous and cannot be traced back to the participant.
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How will personal information be protected?
In the case of this study, only the statistical trends and groups of data will become a part of any
report. The sole purpose of your responses is to provide truthful and valid responses which will
be used in determining a predominant leadership style among your fellow ministry leaders. The
records of this study which contain the email addresses of those chosen to invite to participate in
the study will be kept private. Research records will be stored securely, and only the researcher
will have access to the records.
The data will be stored on the researcher’s password secured computer and destroyed
(deleted/erased) after the 3-year required deadline.
Is study participation voluntary?
Participation in this study is voluntary, but highly encouraged. Your decision about whether to
participate will not affect your current or future relations with any institution from the past,
present, or future. If you decide to participate, you are free to withdraw at any time prior to
submitting the survey without affecting that relationship.
What should you do if you decide to withdraw from the study?
If you choose to withdraw from the study, simply click the "X" on your browser's tab or browser
as a whole.
*1. Do you consent to participate in the survey?
Yes
No
(Question 1 was actually part of the survey along with the consent form. The consent form
required two pages and question 1 was their consent of non-consent. If the participant
clicked yes they were taken to the next question—if they clicked no they were taken to a
thank you page and removed from the survey page.)
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APPENDIX K
Institutional Review Board (IRB) Approval Document
Date: 8-24-2020
IRB #: IRB-FY19-20-452
Title: Servant-Leadership: Social Science Model or Biblical Model--Which is Predominant Within
Southern Baptist
Ministry Leadership
Creation Date: 6-14-2020

End Date:
Status: Approved
Principal Investigator: Norman Snead
Review Board: Research Ethics Office
Sponsor:

Study History
Submission Type Initial Review Type Exempt Decision Exempt

Key Study Contacts
Member Norman Snead Role Principal Investigator Contact
Member Norman Snead Role Primary Contact Contact
Member Brian Pinzer Role Co-Principal Investigator Contact

Initial SubmissionIRB Overview
Application for the Use of Human Research Participants
Before proceeding to the IRB application, please review and acknowledge the below
information:
Administrative Withdrawal Notice
This section describes the IRB's administrative withdrawal policy. Please review this
section
carefully.
Your study may be administratively withdrawn if any of the following conditions are met:
Inactive for greater than 60 days and less than 10% of the app has been
completed
Duplicate submissions
Upon request of the PI (or faculty sponsor for student submissions)
Inactive for 90 days or more (does not apply to conditional approvals, the IRB will
contact PI prior to withdrawal)
✔ I have read and understand the above information.

Study Submission & Certification
This section describes how to submit and certify your application. Please review this
section
carefully. Failure to understand this process may cause delays.
Submission
Once you click complete submission, all study personnel will need to certify the
submission before it is sent to the IRB for review.
Instructions for submitting and certifying an application are available in the IRB's
Cayuse How-tos document.
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Certification
Your study has not been successfully submitted to the IRB office until it has been
certified by all study personnel.
If you do not receive a “submission received by the IRB office” email, your study
has not been received.
Please check your junk folder before contacting the IRB.
✔ I have read and understand the above information.

Moving through the Cayuse Stages
In Cayuse, your IRB submission will move through different stages. We have
provided a
quick overview of each stage below.
In Draft
The In Draft stage means that the study is with the study team (you). In this
stage, the study team can make edits to the application.
When the IRB returns a submission to the study team, the submission will move
back to the In-Draft stage to allow for editing.
Awaiting Authorization
Each time a study is submitted, it will move from In-Draft to Awaiting
Authorization.
During this stage, the submission must be certified by all study personnel listed
on the application (PI, Co-PI, Faculty Sponsor). This ensures that every member
of the study team is satisfied with the edits.
Please note, the IRB has not received your submission until all study personnel
have clicked “certify” on the submission details page.
Pre-Review
When your application is submitted and certified by all study personnel, your
study will move into
the Pre-Review stage.
Pre-Review means the IRB has received your submission. The IRB review occurs
during the Pre-Review stage.
Once received, an IRB analyst will conduct a cursory review of your application to
ensure we have all the information and documents necessary to complete a
preliminary review.
If additional information or documents are needed to facilitate our review, your
submission will be returned to you to request these changes.
Your study will be assigned to an analyst once it is ready for review.
Preliminary and any subsequent reviews may take 15–20 business days to
complete.
Under Review
Studies will move into the “Under Review” stage when the analyst has completed
his or her their review and the study is ready for IRB approval.
✔ I have read and understand the above information.

Finding Help
The IRB has several resources available to assist you with the application process.
Please
review the below information, or contact our office if you need assistance.
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Help Button Text (?)
Some questions within the application may have help text available.
Please click on the question mark to the right of these questions to find additional
guidance.
Need Help? Visit our website, www.liberty.edu/irb, to find:
Cayuse How-Tos
FAQs
Supporting document templates
Contact Us:
irb@liberty.edu
434-592-5530
Office Hours: M-F; 8:00AM-4:30PM
✔ I have read and understand the above information.

Acknowledgement
Please acknowledge that you have reviewed and understand the above information.
You can
refer back to this information at any time.
✔
I acknowledge that I have read and understand the above information. Take me to the IRB
application.
Project Information

What type of project are you seeking approval for?
Please make the appropriate selection below.
✔ Research

Research is any undertaking in which a faculty member, staff member, or
student collects information on living humans as part of a planned, designed
activity with the intent of contributing relevant information to a body of
knowledge within a discipline.

Why is this project being proposed?
✔ Doctoral Research

*Note: Students must enter themselves as PI and their faculty sponsor under
Co-PI/Faculty Sponsor.
Have you passed your dissertation proposal defense?
Doctoral candidates may not submit their project for IRB review until they have
successfully passed their proposal defense.
✔ Yes
No

Primary Contact
The individual who will receive and respond to communication from the IRB should
be listed as the primary contact. For student projects, the primary contact will be the
student researcher(s). For faculty projects, the primary contact may be the
researcher or a student(s), administrative assistant, etc. assisting the faculty
member.
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The same individual may be listed as the primary contact and the principal
investigator.
Name: Norman Snead
Organization: School of Divinity Dept
Address: 1971 University Blvd , Lynchburg, VA 24515-0000
Phone:
Email:

Principal Investigator (PI)
The principal investigator (PI) is the individual who will conduct the research or serve
as the lead researcher on a project involving more than one investigator.
Name: Norman Snead
Organization: School of Divinity Dept
Address: 1971 University Blvd , Lynchburg, VA 24515-0000
Phone:
Email:

Co-Investigator(s)
Co-investigators are researchers who serve alongside the principal investigator and
share in the data collection and analysis tasks.
Faculty Sponsor
Projects with students serving as the PI must list a faculty sponsor, typically a
dissertation or thesis chairperson/mentor.
Name: Brian Pinzer
Organization: School of Divinity Dept
Address: 1971 University Blvd , Lynchburg, VA 24515-0000
Phone: 4345822000
Email:

Will the research team include any non-affiliated, non-LU co-investigators?
For example, faculty from other institutions without Liberty University login
credentials.
Note: These individuals will not be able to access the IRB application in Cayuse,
however, the information provided below allows the LU IRB to verify the training and
credentials of all associated study personnel.
Yes
✔ No

Conflicts of Interest

This section will obtain information about potential conflicts of interest.
Do you or any study personnel hold a position of influence or academic/professional
authority over the participants?
For example, are you the participants supervisor, pastor, therapist, teacher,
principal,
or district/school administrator?
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Yes
✔ No

Do you or any study personnel have a financial conflict of interest?
For example, do you or an immediate family member receive income or other
payments, own investments in, or have a relationship with a non-profit organization
that could benefit from this research?
Yes
✔ No

Funding Information

This section will request additional information about any funding sources.
Is your project funded?
Yes
✔ No

Study Dates

Please provide your estimated study dates.
Start Date
08/17/2020

End Date
05/31/2021

Use of Liberty University Participants
Please make the appropriate selection below:
✔
I do not plan to use LU students, staff, and/or faculty as participants.
Note: Use of LU students, faculty, or staff also includes the use of any existing data.
I plan to use a single LU department or group.
You will need to submit proof of permission from the department chair, coach, or
dean to use LU personnel from a single department.
I plan to use multiple LU departments or groups.
If you are including faculty, students, or staff from multiple departments or groups
(i.e., all sophomores or LU Online) and you have received documentation of
permission, please attach it to your application. Otherwise, the IRB will seek
administrative approval on your behalf.

Purpose

Please provide additional details about the purpose of this project.
Write an original, brief, non-technical description of the purpose of your project.
Include in your description your research hypothesis/question, a narrative that
explains
the major constructs of your study, and how the data will advance your research
hypothesis or question. This section should be easy to read for someone not familiar
with your academic discipline.
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Purpose of the Study
For the last 17 years, as evidenced by several studies over that time, the Southern Baptist
Convention, vis-a-vie, Southern Baptist Churches have been in decline in every area of ministry. As
is the case in many institutions/organizations, when there is an issue with the growth or
effectiveness/efficiency of the agency, one of the first areas that is reviewed is the area of
leadership. That is the purpose of this research study in a nutshell. The purpose of this quantitative
descriptive research study is to discover the most predominant leadership style, of the five styles
being measured (Autocratic/Authoritarian, Bureaucratic, Democratic, Laissez-faire, or
Servant-Leader), that is found within the ministry leadership of the SBC, and to discover which
servant-leadership model (social-science or biblical) is more predominantly followed by those
indicating a servant-leadership style. Furthermore, the leadership position and educational level will
be considered for those ministry leaders predominantly following the social-science model of
servant-leadership. The social-science and biblical models will be defined and identified through a
literature review along with Scripture to form the baselines for each model.
Those ministry leaders which, based on their responses to the first section of the survey instrument,
are self-identified as predominantly using the servant-leadership style will also have their responses
to the second section of the survey instrument analyzed to discover which servant-leadership model
(social-science or biblical) is more predominantly followed. The social-science and biblical models
will be defined and identified through a literature review along with Scripture to form the baselines
for each model.
The study will collect data using a survey instrument that will contain five demographic questions
and additional questions/statements in two parts using the Likert Scale. The demographic questions
will provide information that will be used to answer two of the research questions. Following the
demographic questions, the next set of 20 statements within the survey will help to determine the
predominant leadership style from the five listed above. The second section of the survey
instrument will be used to determine, through further analysis, which servant-leadership model is
being used—the social-science model as prescribed by Robert Greenleaf and others, or the biblical
model as outlined in Scripture. Once the dominant servant-leadership style of Southern Baptist
ministry leaders has been determined and which model of servant-leadership is being
predominantly followed, findings will be reported, and within the discussion of the results,
recommendations will be provided for possible future research.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
Research Questions: The following research questions will guide this study
RQ1. What leadership style (Autocratic/Authoritarian, Bureaucratic, Democratic, Laissez-faire, or
Servant-Leader), is the most predominant for ministry leaders within the Southern Baptist
Convention?
RQ2. For those ministry leaders that have a predominant leadership style of servant-leadership,
which baseline model (social-science or biblical) most closely aligns with their style of
servant-leadership?
RQ3. For those ministry leaders that have a predominant leadership style of servant-leadership,
what is the predominant leadership role (senior pastor, pastor, associate pastor, elder, or other) that
also predominantly follows the social-science model?
RQ4. For those ministry leaders that have a predominant leadership style of servant-leadership,
what is the predominant level of education (high school, bachelors, masters, doctorate, or other)
that also predominantly follow the social-science model?
Research Hypotheses: The following hypotheses will be developed for this study:
H01. There will be no significant difference between the social-science baseline model currently
found among Southern Baptist ministry leaders based on their responses to the research questions.
H02. There will be no significant difference between the biblical baseline model currently found
among Southern Baptist ministry leaders based on their responses to the research questions.
H03. There will be no significant difference between the leadership positions found among Southern
Baptist ministry leaders who predominantly follow the social-science model of servant-leadership
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based on their responses to the research questions.
H04. There will be no significant difference between the educational level found among Southern
Baptist ministry leaders who predominantly follow the social-science model of servant-leadership
based on their responses to the research questions.
Major Constructs
Once the survey instrument is fully developed through a pilot study and a satisfactory Cronbach’s
Alpha result, the list of Southern Baptist ministry leaders who are a part of the Southern Baptist
Convention will be randomly selected to participate in the survey/research. After the desired number
of respondents is reached in order for the study to be generalizable, the data will be collected,
analyzed, and statistically measured to present both the predominant leadership style of those
ministry leaders, but also the predominant model of servant-leadership that is being followed by
those who use the servant-leadership style of leadership.
As mentioned, the survey instrument will consist of a demographic section, a leadership style
section, and a servant-leadership section. The demographic information will be used to answer
research questions 3 and 4 and accept or reject the null hypothesis of H03 and H04. The leadership
style section will answer research questions 1 and 2, and the servant-leadership section will provide
data for accepting or rejecting the null hypothesis of H01 and H02. Once the entire complement of
data has been analyzed and assessed statistically, the findings will be discussed and
recommendations as to the results and future research will be discussed.
How the Study Will Fill a Gap in the Research
After a thorough and extensive search through the available research and literature on the subject,
there were no studies discovered which seek the data of the predominant leadership style and
predominant model of servant-leadership that exists within the ministry leadership of the Southern
Baptist Convention. It is believed that the answer to these questions may offer insight and
assistance to the ministry leaders within the Southern Baptist Convention and offer the possibility of
generalizability to not only the Convention but to other Protestant denominations as well. At the
minimum, this research will add to the existing literature and help reduce the gap that currently
exists.

Investigational Methods

Please indicate whether your project involves any of the following:
Does this project involve the use of an investigational new drug (IND) or an approved
drug for an unapproved Use?
Yes
✔ No

Does this project involve the use of an investigational medical device (IDE) or an
approved medical device for an unapproved Use?
Yes
✔ No
Participant Information

Participant Criteria

Please provide additional information about your participants.
What characteristics make an individual eligible to be in your study (i.e., your inclusion
criteria)?
For example, do your participants have to be 18 or older? Must they work in a
specific career or field? Do they have to be part of a specific racial or ethnic
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group?
If you will have multiple participant populations/groups, like a teacher group and
an administrator group, please list the populations/groups separately and provide
the inclusion criteria for each.
The participants for this research study must be ministry leaders (senior pastor, pastor, associate
pastor, elder, or other [i.e. bi-vocational]) which serve in a church--a local body of believers--that is
a part of and listed with the Southern Baptist Convention. These leaders are assumed to be of adult
age to fill such a position, and within the study, there are criteria for those leaders not listed above
who will not be asked to participate (e.g. education ministers, youth ministers, children's minister,
worship leaders) unless they also hold one of the qualifying positions as well. However, the ministry
leadership position listed as qualifying must be their primary leadership role. There are no other
qualifying criteria other than what has been stated.

Will your participant population be divided into different groups (or different
procedures)? (i.e., experimental and control groups)
Yes
✔ No

Are you related to any of your participants?
Yes
✔ No

What characteristics make an individual ineligible to be in your study (i.e., your
exclusion criteria)? For example, will you exclude persons under 18 years of age?
No minor will be asked or allowed to participate in the study. Only those adults who hold ministry
leadership positions as described earlier will be asked and allowed to participate. The exclusions
are also listed in the paragraph above.

Types of Participants

Who will be the focus of your study? (Check all that apply).
✔ Adult Participants (18-65 years old)

Please provide a rationale for selecting the above groups(s).
(i.e., Why will these specific groups enable you to answer your research question?
Why is the inclusion of these groups necessary?)
The Southern Baptist denomination is the largest Protestant denomination in the world. The results
of the study are desired highly by the researcher to be generalizable to the entire denomination.
Therefore this denomination offers a large population that will provide a large enough sample group
for which to accomplish that desired goal. The Southern Baptist denomination is also one of the few
where the ministry leaders are chosen by the local body of believers instead of through some type
of diocese or administration board. This signifies that the educational level, experience level, and
leadership development of these ministry leaders are diverse helping to answer the research
questions and hypotheses as desired. There are no other participants located outside of the
Southern Baptist Convention which can answer the research questions and whose answers would
also directly apply to the hypotheses and directly relate to the ministry leadership of the Southern
Baptist denomination as a whole.

Provide the maximum number of participants you plan to enroll for each participant
group and justify the sample size.

276

You will not be approved to enroll a number greater than the number listed. If at a
later time it becomes apparent that you need to increase your sample size, you will
need to amend your protocol prior to doing so.
In order to grasp the extent of the entire research project, it is not possible to simply state a number
of participants and let that along suffice as a sufficient answer. It must be explained to its fullest
extent for a full understanding. The survey instrument has three areas which will provide data for
the study. However, there are two which provide a more substantial amount of data. The first is the
predominant leadership style which while significant in the data provided, the more substantial data
for this research will stem from the final section of the survey concerning which servant-leadership
model is predominant.
The sample generator used by the researcher states that with a population of 47,000 (number of
churches registered with the Southern Baptist Convention) a sample must be approximately 2,300
valid responses/participants for a study to be generalizable. According to sources listed in the
prospectus, the typical response rate is between 10-15% for valid responses of surveys being sent.
With a sample group of 15,000, at best using the 15% the result would be 2,250. That is not taking
into account invalid responses. It would take at least 16% in order to reach the desired
generalizable sample number of valid responses to ensure the generalizability of the study.
However, that would only provide the sample size needed for the first section of the survey
(predominant leadership style). That would also be assuming that 100% of the respondents of the
survey were servant-leaders based on their responses. Most assuredly, or at least highly assumed,
that will not be the case. Therefore in order for the second section of the survey to be generalizable
(predominant servant-leadership model), the sample group must be the 2,300 valid responses
mentioned earlier. This fact in turn means that the sample group for the first section must be much
larger. Using simple math, this means that the initial sample group must be doubled or 30,000
participants. This number starts to get unmanageable.
Therefore, it is the plan of this researcher to obtain or generate a list of all available ministry leaders
within the Southern Baptist Convention and using a randomizer to create three sets of 5,000
participants. The researcher will begin sending out surveys to those groups. The survey will be
housed on Survey Monkey which can send them out effortlessly once the email information is input
into their system. The survey results will be analyzed as they arrive in the system and those who
are identified as servant leaders, based on their responses, will be counted and validated as to be a
valid survey response. This will continue until approximately 2,300 valid responses of
servant-leaders are achieved making the second section of the study generalizable, and in turn,
also ensure the first section is generalizable as well. For the purposes of IRB approval, it is
requested that the maximum number be set at 15,000 based on the comment/instructions listed for
this section. This researcher believes the actual number will result in fewer participants being
utilized, but for the purposes of approval, it is requested to be the maximum needed.
Recruitment

Recruitment of Participants

This section will collect additional information on the recruitment of potential
participants.
How will you contact potential participants to recruit them for your study?
Be specific. Examples include email, a phone call, social media, snowball
sampling, flyers, etc.

If you plan to use phone calls or emails, please describe how you will obtain the
phone numbers/email addresses (e.g., publicly available, list will be provided to
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you, personal acquaintances, etc.).
Please state whether the same recruitment template will be used for all
recruitment methods. For example, if separate recruitment templates are required
(e.g., one for email and one for social media), please attach both below.
If you will follow-up with participants (phone, email, etc.) please say so in your
below response.
Contact for all participants will be through email. The email addresses and other personally
identifiable information will be obtained from public sources unless provided by the state or national
convention office(s). Each church within the Southern Baptist Convention is listed on their website,
and also each state convention within the Southern Baptist Convention lists their state's churches
on their website. Each church, with very few exceptions, also list their information on the internet
with staff contact information.
There may be times when responses are not being received in a timely manner that the researcher
sends a reminder email to all participants. As the surveys are 100% anonymous, the researcher will
not be able to determine which participant has not responded, so specific email reminders or phone
call reminders will not be possible.
The email will describe the importance of the study, the need for the study, the purpose of the
study, and may contain an attachment of endorsement from the Convention (national or state)
asking for their participation. The email will also have a link to the survey which will first ask them to
confirm or deny informed consent. If they click yes, they will be taken to the survey. If they click no,
then they will be eliminated from the study and thanked for their time.

Describe the location and timing of recruitment.

Unless you are recruiting at a specific event, please refrain from listing an exact date
(you can provide a general estimate, or simply state "recruitment will begin upon IRB
approval.").
Snead_452RecruitmentPreliminaryReview.docx
Participant recruitment will begin upon IRB approval.

How and when will you ensure that participants meet your study criteria?
For example, a screening survey or verbal confirmation that participants are 18 or
older.
The researcher is personally responsible for gathering the data of ministry leaders of churches
within the Southern Baptist Convention. The leadership positions desired for participation can only
be held by adults over the age of 18. The recruitment email will only be sent to those in the senior
pastor, pastor, associate pastor, elder, or other (e.g. bi-vocational or a dual-held position) position.
Those in other ministry positions (e.g., worship leader, youth minister, education minister, children's
minister) will not receive a recruitment email. If a ministry leader holds a dual-position (e.g., an
associate pastor who also is the education minister) that leader must have the primary leadership
position of associate pastor as a priority over the other position to be eligible for recruitment.

Attach your recruitment documents as separate Word documents* here.
*If you are using a proprietary screening tool (e.g., PAR-Q), it can be submitted as a
PDF.
Depending on your above responses, you may need to attach multiple documents:
Screening Survey/Instrument
Email(s)
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Letter(s)
Social media post(s)
Flyer(s), etc.
Sample documents: Recruitment (Letter/Email) ,
Recruitment (Follow-up) , Recruitment (Flyer)

Note: If any recruitment documents will need to be provided in a different
language, those documents should be attached here.
Consent

Determination of Consent Waiver Eligibility

The below questions will help us determine if your project qualifies for a waiver of
consent, consent elements, or signed consent.
Does your project involve deception?
Deception may include, but is not limited to, the following:
Withholding the full/true purpose of the study.
Withholding information about experimental/controls groups.
Audio/video recording or photographing participants without their knowledge.
✔ Yes
No

Does your project involve anonymous data collection methods?
✔ Yes
No

Does your project involve a participant population where signing forms is not the norm?
Yes
✔ No

Waiver of Consent Elements

Please answer the below questions.
Does the research pose no more than minimal risk to participants (i.e., no more risk
than that of everyday activities)?
✔ Yes, the study is minimal risk.
No, the study is greater than minimal risk.

Will the waiver have no adverse effects on participant rights and welfare?
✔ Yes, the waiver will not adversely affect participant rights and welfare.
No, the waiver will have adverse effects on participant rights and welfare.

Would the research be impracticable without the waiver?
(i.e., If you were required to provide the complete details about your study on the
consent form, this would affect how participants respond and inhibit your ability to
collect the desired data.)
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✔ Yes
No

Will participant debriefing occur?
(i.e., Will the true purpose and/or deceptive procedures used in the study be
reported to
participants at a later date?)
✔ Yes
No

Waiver of Signed Consent

Please answer the below questions.
Would a signed consent form be the only record linking the participant to the research?
✔ Yes, only the signed form would link the participant to the study.
No, there are other records/study questions linking the participants to the study.

Does a breach of confidentiality constitute the principal risk to participants?
✔ Yes, while unlikely, the primary risk is a potential breach of confidentiality.
No, there are other risks involved than a breach of confidentiality.

Does the research pose no more than minimal risk to participants?
(i.e., no more risk than that of everyday activities)
✔ Yes, the study is minimal risk.
No, the study is greater than minimal risk.

Does the research include any activities that would require signed consent in a
non-research context?
(e.g., liability waivers)
Yes, there are study-related activities that would normally require signed consent.
✔ No, there are not any study-related activities that would normally require signed consent

Are the subjects or their legally authorized representatives (LARs) members of a
distinct cultural group or community in which signing forms is not the norm?
Yes, the subjects/their LARs are members of a distinct cultural group or community in which
signing forms is not the norm, and there is an appropriate alternative mechanism for
documenting that informed consent was obtained.
✔No, the subjects/their LARs are not members of a distinct cultural group or community in
which signing forms is not the norm.

Will you provide the participants with a written statement (i.e., an information sheet that
contains all of the elements of an informed consent form but without the signature
lines)
about the research?
✔ Yes, participants will receive written information about the research.
No, participants will not receive written information about the research.

Obtaining Parental Consent and Child Assent

280

This section will gather details about the parental consent and child assent
processes.
Does your study require parental/guardian consent?
If any of your participants are under 18 years of age, parental consent is most likely
a requirement.
Yes
✔ No

Is child assent required for your study?

Assent is required unless the child is not capable of assenting due to age,
psychological state, or sedation OR the research holds out the prospect of a direct
benefit that is only available within the context of the research.
Children under the age of 13 should receive a separate child assent form written
at their grade level that they can read or that can be read to them.
Children between the ages of 13 and 17 can provide assent on the parental
consent form.
Yes
✔ No

Obtaining Consent
This section will gather details about the consent process.
Snead_452ConsentPreliminaryReview.docx

How and when will you provide consent information to participants?
For example, will consent be provided as an attachment to your recruitment email,
as the first page participants see after clicking on the survey link, etc.?
After the participants click the hyperlink within the recruitment email, they will be taken to the
informed consent as the first page.

How and when will signed consent be obtained?
For example, participants will type their names and the date on the consent form
before completing the online survey, participants will sign and return the consent
forms when you meet for their interview, etc.
If your study is anonymous and qualifies for a waiver of signed consent, please state
the following in the below box: "A waiver of signed consent has been requested."
Once the participant begins to participate in the survey they will be taken to the informed consent
page where they must read and click either yes or no to participate in the survey/study. If they click
yes, they will be taken to the survey. If they click no, they will be eliminated from the study and
thanked for their time.

Please attach your consent form(s) as separate Word documents.
If you have multiple participant groups, you may need to submit a consent form for
each group.
Sample documents: Consent , Consent (Medical)

Note: If any documents written in a language other than English will need to be
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provided to potential participants, those documents should be attached here.
Deception
This section will gather additional details about the use of deception.
Will participants be intentionally given false or misleading information?
✔ Yes
No

Are there any aspects of the study that are being kept secret from participants?

Deception may include, but is not limited to, the following:
Withholding the full/true purpose of the study.
Withholding information about experimental/controls groups.
Audio/video recording or photographing participants without their knowledge.
✔ Yes
No

Describe the deception and how you plan to debrief participants.

Debriefing involves clarifying any misleading information or revealing the true nature
of the study. It may or may not be needed and depends on your study procedures.
There are times in conducting a research study, and it is strongly believed that this is one of those
times, that to fully divulge some of the information within a study will cause the results to be highly
compromised to the point that it will nullify the results and waste time and money for everyone
concerned (Cozby, & Bates, 2015; & Sieber, 1995). The sole purpose of this research is to explore
and discover the predominant leadership style of ministry leaders within the SBC by having
participants honestly answering questions that are not written to be obvious, and which results can
be correlated to a particular leadership style.
The added reason for not fully divulging the title and full purpose of the research is so that the
servant-leadership questions/statements can also be answered with the same honesty and
forthrightness as the leadership style portion of the survey. If the researcher was required to provide
full disclosure to all participants, then all participants would fully realize what the researcher was
studying and would most likely ensure that they put themselves in the best light by answering
questions/statements differently. This assuredly would nullify the integrity of the group participating
and the results of the study (Randall, & Fernandes, 1991).
As part of the initial contact with all potential respondents, there will be information provided as to
the purpose of the research in a general sense. So as not to taint the results, but in no way attempt
to mislead, the specific outcome for the research as to which leadership style they will be identified
with and information concerning a model of servant-leadership will not be included in the
information to participants.
Cozby and Bates (2015) state that, “It may have occurred to you that providing all information about
the study to participants might be unwise. Providing too much information could potentially
invalidate the results of the study. . . ,” (p. 54). Sieber (1992) adds to that statement by stating, “. . .
researchers usually will withhold information about the hypothesis of the study or the particular
condition an individual is participating in,” (p. 64).
Participants will be informed that the study is to determine the predominant style of leadership
currently occurring within the ministry of the Southern Baptist denomination. That is 100% accurate
for the initial primary purpose of the study. Some participants may be intuitive enough to interpret
the survey statements/questions and get a general feel for where the study is going, but they will
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have nothing more than a general perception to go on.
If the researcher is compelled to provide full disclosure, then the study will have to be canceled and
another subject area chosen for research. Precedence has been set among researchers and
research which has been conducted over the last 50 years which convincingly shows that there are
times when full disclosure to participants can taint the results and harm the study. Especially when
a study such as the current study has no chance of inflicting any harm, physical or emotion, on the
participants (Cozby, & Bates, 2015; & Sieber, 1995).
To fully divulge the purpose of a research study typically can result in a participant answering the
survey in a manner that puts them in the best light or provides responses the participant believes
the researcher wants as a result. It is strongly believed that this study is of that caliber. According to
a study conducted by Randall and Fernandes (1991), there is an inherent bias that comes with the
use of self-reporting instruments. That bias is identified by the researchers as a “social desirability
response bias,” (p. 1). This type of bias is said to result from normal human behavior to strongly
desire to avoid answering questions in a way, or having their behavior to be interpreted in such a
manner, as to be deemed socially inappropriate (Randall, & Fernandes, 1991).
In the case of this research, if participants are fully informed that the first portion of the survey is to
result in narrowing the research to a primary focus on servant-leadership than it will be much easier
for a participant to narrow down the questions that they believe relate to servant-leadership in the
first section of the survey resulting in a false picture of the desired results from the second portion.
This will in turn result in a larger number of participants being included in the second portion of the
survey result data who would not have been included under ideal circumstances. Inclusion of the
skewed data will have the result of being included in the statistical analysis for supporting or not
supporting the hypotheses. Therefore, tainting the study and skewing the data of the research
directly affecting the final analysis.
In defense of not providing full disclosure of its second primary purpose, the results of the study for
both the predominant leadership style and the baseline servant-leadership model will not, and
cannot, be linked back to any individual. That information is not available to anyone other than this
researcher, and the final reported results will only be displayed as an aggregate. The results of the
research will only be used to identify the predominant leadership style and servant-leadership
model of Southern Baptist ministry leaders. The security and privacy of their information will be of
paramount importance. The coding of data will take place through a process that will ensure
anonymity. Only the researcher will have the information as to the individuals who were contacted
to participate in the research. However, even the researcher will not have access to any information
which will identify who participated.

Please submit your debriefing form as a Word document.
Debriefing Statement - Revised as per instructions..docx

This document should be provided to participants during debriefing and, if feasible,
give them the option of having their data removed from the study.
Sample documents: Debriefing

Note: If any documents written in a language other than English will need to be
provided to participants, those documents should be attached here.
Procedures

Study Design

This section gathers additional information about planned procedures.
Will your study involve any of the following?
Check the applicable boxes. If none apply, select "N/A."
Extra costs to the participants (tests, hospitalization, etc.)
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Alcohol consumption
Protected Health Information (from health practitioners/institutions)
VO2 Max Exercise
✔ Pilot study procedures (which will be published/included in data analysis)

State which pilot study option you plan to use.
Option 1: A true pilot study involving a subset of participants
Option 2: Having select individuals verify the efficacy of questions
Option 2.

Procedures

This section will gather additional information about all planned study procedures.
In an ordered list, please describe the procedures for each participant group.
Be concise. Please include time estimates for each procedure. For example:
Online survey. 10 minutes.
Interview. 30-45 minutes.
If different participant groups are involved, you must also specify which procedures
correspond to each group. For example:
Online Survey. 15 minutes. (All participants).
Focus Group. 45 minutes. (4-5 participants from Group A).
Recorded Interview. 30 minutes. (3 participants from Group B).
The participants will receive a recruitment email as described earlier and an attachment was
provided.
Within that email will be a hyperlink taking the participant to the informed consent.
The time for reading and agreeing/disagreeing with the consent cannot be determined.
If the participant agrees to consent they will be taken to the survey instrument.
They will begin with 5 demographic questions which should take 3 minutes or less to
answer.
The participants will then take the first part of the survey identifying leadership style.
This consists of 20 statements to be rated on a 5-point Likert Scale which should take
approximately 5-7 minutes.
Upon completion, the participant will then begin to complete the servant-leadership section of
the survey consisting of approximately 45-50 questions/statements which may take an
additional 30-45 minutes to complete.

Please attach all of your data collection instruments as separate Word documents*.
*If any of your data collection instruments are proprietary/validated instruments, you
may submit them as PDFs.
Possible attachments may include:
Survey/Questionnaire questions
Interview questions
Observation protocols
Session outlines
Prompts
Leadership Style Assessment Survey (LSAS) - Proposed.docx
Servant Leadership Assessment Instrument.pdf
Servant Leadership Profile - Revised.pdf
Servant Leadership Readiness Survey.pdf
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Checklists
Educational handouts, etc.
Note: If any documents written in a language other than English will need to be
provided to participants, those documents should be attached here.

Compensation

Note: Certain states outlaw the use of lotteries, raffles, or drawings as a means of
compensating research participants. Research compensation exceeding $600 per
participant within a one-year period is considered income and will need to be filed on
the participant's income tax returns. If your study is grant funded, the Office of
Sponsored Programs (OSP) policies might affect how you compensate participants.
Contact the IRB or OSP for additional information.
Will this project involve participant compensation?
Compensation may include gift cards, meals, extra credit, etc.
Yes
✔ No

Study Sites & Permissions

This section with gather information about study locations and any necessary
permissions.
Permission Email for SLAI.pdf
Permission Email for SLP-R.pdf
Permission Email for SLRS.pdf

Please state the actual location(s)/site(s) at which the study will be conducted.
Be specific. Include the city, state, school/district name, clinic name, etc.
This question is difficult to answer as the entire United States to include 41 of the 50 states, has the
potential of being involved in this research study. All 47,000 churches listed on the Southern Baptist
Convention (SBC) website have the potential of being involved in the study. There are 41 state
conventions listed as being a part of the SBC. Within those 41 states that are varying numbers of
SBC registered churches of which many, a few, none, or all have the potential of being involved in
the study. Within each church chosen at random, all ministry leaders that meet the criteria for
involvement will be contacted, but not all may choose to participate.
It is only assumed, but cannot be verified, or requested, and is not necessarily needed for
participation, but participants may complete the survey while in their offices but may choose to
participate at home or another location of their choosing.

Will you need to receive conditional IRB approval before your study location(s) will
grant permission?

The conditional IRB approval letter states that a study is ready for complete IRB
approval once documentation of permission is received.
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Yes
✔ No

Please submit any permission letters you have obtained.

If you are still in the process of obtaining permission letters, they can be uploaded
at a later time.
If you would like us to review your permission request template(s) or permission
letter template(s), please submit those here.
Sample documents: Permission (Request Letter) , Permission
(Example Letter)
Data Security

Privacy & Data Analysis

This section will collect additional information about how you plan to protect privacy
and analyze your data.
Describe the steps you will take to protect the privacy of your participants.
If you are conducting interviews, will you use a private setting where others will
not overhear?
If you plan to use online surveys, will they be anonymous or stored securely in an
online database?
If you plan to use hardcopy surveys, will the data be stored in a locked
cabinet/desk?
The survey responses will be 100% anonymous and have no ability to be reverse-engineered to the
participant. Only the results of the responses will be store on Survey Monkey's site until
downloaded by the researcher.

Where will the data be stored and who will have access to the data?

I.e., a password-locked computer, a locked drawer, and locked filing cabinet, etc;
only the researcher; the researcher/faculty committee.
Even though the data (responses to the survey instrument) is 100% anonymous, the response data
will be downloaded and stored on a password locked computer in the researcher's domicile for
which only the researcher will have access.

Will the data be destroyed after three years?

It is strongly advised that data be retained for a minimum of 3 years after the study
has been completed.
✔ Yes

Describe how the data will be destroyed.
I.e., it will be deleted from the computer, paper copies will be shredded, etc.
It will be deleted from the computer.

How will the data be analyzed?

As applicable, describe the statistical methods to be used, any use of data analysis
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software/packages, whether you will use grouping or themes, etc.
With the technology available currently, there are software and online programs that can be
purchased and used to conduct statistical analysis. One of those programs is IBM SPSS. This
program is used by many universities in their statistics courses and is familiar to many students who
have taken those courses (Charry, Coussement, Demoulin, & Heuvinck, 2016). It is a very robust
program and offers a myriad of methods to analyze and report the data. It will be the IBM SPSS
software which this researcher will use for statistical analysis. Creswell and Creswell (2018) state
that data analysis should involve six steps so that a reader, and especially a reader who is desiring
to duplicate the research, can follow. The six steps include: reporting the number of participants to
include those who did and did not return a survey; a discussion of how the response bias was
determined; a discussion of the plan of how the descriptive analysis will take place (i.e., means,
standard deviation, and range); what type of instrument was used to collect the data; an
identification of the method used to analyze the statistical data; and an analysis by way of tables,
figures, or graphs which help the reader interpret the data resulting from the statistical
analysis. Leedy and Ormrod (2016) suggest using a spreadsheet or other form of database to keep
track of the information in its various categories. The survey instrument will be located on Survey
Monkey which can categorize the responses and formulate a report in various formats. The
researcher also has the option of simply downloading the data into an Excel spreadsheet for coding
and analysis. The statistical analysis for the demographic information will be for the purposes of
capturing the mean, standard deviation, and range. This data will help in answering research
questions 3 and 4, and in accepting or rejecting the null hypothesis for H03 and H04. The statistical
analysis for the leadership style portion of the study will be minimal, and will primarily capture the
mean, standard deviation, and range of the results for the various leadership styles identified to
identify the predominant leadership style. This data will be used to answer research question
1.However, the statistical analysis for the servant-leadership portion of the study will be more
comprehensive. The first step will also be to capture the mean, standard deviation, and range of the
data. That data will answer research question 2, and will be followed by a statistical analysis using
both descriptive and inferential procedures. The descriptive analysis will be used to identify
frequencies and percentages of the data which compare the two baseline models of servant
leadership. Inferential statistics will be used to test the two null hypotheses of that portion of the
study (H01 & H02). The statistical analysis will consist of using the two-tailed test and alpha level
analyses. A one-way ANOVA, t-test, Pearson, and Tukey HSD analysis will also be considered if
found to add validity and generalizability to the findings, or to ensure the data was analyzed
correctly and ethically without bias (Creswell, & Creswell, 2018). There will be tables depicting data
to statistically accept or reject the null hypotheses.

What will be done with the data and resulting analysis?
Include any plans for publication or presentation.
The only plan at present is for use in completing the dissertation. As the data results will be
anonymous, if there are future opportunities that arise as to publication or presentation than they
will be accepted or rejected as the situation develops.

Will this project involve the use of archival data or secondary data?
Archival data is information previously collected for a purpose other than the proposed
research. Examples include student grades and patient medical records.
Secondary data is data that was previously collected for the purpose of research. For
example, a researcher may choose to utilize survey data that was collected as part of
an earlier study.
If you plan to collect documents from participants or an organization (meeting minutes,
policies, syllabi, notes, etc.) please respond "yes."
Yes
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✔ No

Media Use

This section gathers additional information about any planned use of media and/or
audio/video devices.
Will this project involve any of the following?
Check the applicable boxes. If none apply, select "N/A."
Audio recording
Video recording
Photography
✔ N/A

Confidentiality

Confidentiality means that the researcher can identify participants and link them to
their data, but the researcher will not reveal participant identities to anyone outside
of the study.
Based on the above definition, are any aspects of your study considered confidential?
Yes
✔ No

Anonymity

Anonymity means that although the researcher knows whom he or she invited to
participate in his or her study, once the data is collected, the researcher cannot link
individuals to their personal data. This means that no personally-identifying
information can be collected in an anonymous study.
Based on the above definition, are any aspects of your study considered anonymous?
✔ Yes
No

Anonymous Data Collection

This section will gather additional information about the anonymous aspects of your
project.
What process(es) will you use to ensure that the data collected is anonymous?
For example, will you not request or collect any identifying information (e.g., names,
email addresses, ID numbers, IP addresses, etc.) through your survey? Will you
collect pen-and-paper surveys in a box, envelope, or common stack and then shuffle
the stack?
The researcher will not make any attempt to collect any identifying information on any individual
through the survey which will be online. There will be no pen-and-paper surveys sent or collected.
Risks & Benefits

Risks
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This section will gather additional information about any potential risks involved with
your project.
Describe the risks to participants and any steps that will be taken to minimize those
risks.

If the only potential risk is a breach in confidentiality if the data is lost or stolen, state
that below. Remember:
Risks can be physical, psychological, economic, social, or legal.
No study is completely without risk.
The only risk to participants from participating in this research would be for someone to hack Survey
Monkey's system and somehow connect a computer's IP address to a resulting survey. However,
even then there is no risk as the survey does not collect name, address, phone number, or email.
Someone would have to use age, position, and educational level to weed out who it was that took
the survey on that computer. The odds of someone desiring to go through all of that is extremely
unlikely and what would be their purpose?

Will alternative procedures or treatments that might be advantageous to the
participants be made available?
Yes
✔ No

Is this project considered greater than minimal risk?

Remember, minimal risk means that the probability and magnitude of harm or
discomfort anticipated in the research are not greater in and of themselves than
those ordinarily encountered in daily life or during the performance of routine
physical or psychological examinations or tests.
Yes
✔ No

Benefits

This section will gather additional information about any potential benefits involved
with your project.
Describe the possible direct benefits to the participants. If participants are not expected
to receive direct benefits, please state "No direct benefits."
Remember: Completing a survey or participating in an interview will not typically
result in direct benefits to participants.
Benefits are not the same as compensation. Do not list gift cards, meals, etc. in
this section.
There are no direct benefits to participants for completing the survey or participating in the study.

Describe any possible benefits to society.
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For example, increased public knowledge on the topic, improved learning outcomes,
etc.
The outcome will have direct benefits to the SBC as a whole no matter which direction the results of
the study take. The study will add to the existing literature, provide opportunities for future research,
and reduce the existing gap in the literature. The results may have the added benefit of identifying
issues that may exist that are aiding in the 17-year decline of the SBC and which may be changed
or reversed. The public may have an interest in the findings of the study, but that cannot be known
at this time.

Evaluation of Risks and Benefits

This section establishes whether or not the study is worth doing based on the risks
and benefits described.
Evaluate the risk-benefit ratio.

Why is the study worth doing, even with any identified risks?
Currently, as a result of an extensive search and literature review, no research has been conducted
in the past which strove to determine the predominant leadership style of any ministry leadership no
matter the denomination. Nor has there been any research conducted which has sought to develop
the two servant-leadership models and then to determine which model is predominant among
ministry leaders. These are both important issues as it concerns the body of Christ and its
adherence to biblical examples.
Attachments

Human Subjects Training Documentation

Note: This upload is only required for non-affiliated, non-LU personnel. If you are
affiliated with LU, we are able to view your CITI training report.
External Investigator Agreement

Note: This upload is only required for non-affiliated, non-LU personnel. If you are
affiliated with LU, you are able to provide certification within the Cayuse system.
Proof of Permission to Use LU Participants, Data, or Groups
Note: If you are not using LU participants, data, or groups, you do not need to
include an attachment here.
DNP Permission

Note: If you are not in the Doctor of Nursing Practice Program (School of Nursing),
you do not need to include an attachment here.
Sample documents: Permission (Request Letter) , Permission (Example Letter)
Leadership Style Assessment Survey (LSAS) - Proposed.docx
Servant Leadership Assessment Instrument.pdf
Servant Leadership Profile - Revised.pdf
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Servant Leadership Readiness Survey.pdf
Snead_452RecruitmentPreliminaryReview.docx

Recruitment

Note: If you are strictly using archival data, you may not need to include an
attachment here.
Sample documents: Recruitment (Letter/Email) ,
Recruitment (Follow-up) , Recruitment (Flyer)

Parental Consent

Note: If your study does not involve minors, you will not need to provide an
attachment here.
Sample documents: Parental Consent

Archival Data Permission

Note: If you are not using archival data, you will not need to provide an attachment
here.
Sample documents: Permission (Request Letter) , Permission (Example Letter)

Data Collection Instruments

Note: If you are strictly using archival data, you may not need to provide an
attachment here.
Snead_452ConsentPreliminaryReview.docx
Permission Email for SLAI.pdf
Permission Email for SLP-R.pdf
Permission Email for SLRS.pdf

Site Permission

Note: If you do not require external permission(s) to conduct your study, you may
not need to provide an attachment here.
Sample documents: Permission (Request Letter) , Permission (Example
Letter)

Child Assent

Note: If your study does not involve minors, you will not need to provide an
attachment here.
Sample documents: Child Assent

Consent Templates

Note: If you are strictly using archival data, you may not need to provide an
attachment here.

291
Sample documents: Consent , Consent (Medical)

Debriefing
Debriefing Statement - Revised as per instructions..docx

Note: If your study does not involve deception, you will not need to provide an
attachment here.
Sample documents: Debriefing

